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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue First MEETING of the Rule Committee to consider the 
draft consolidated and revised Rules of Court was held last week. 





Ir appears that the proposed treaty with the United States 
provides for the appointment of two British arbitrators, who are 
to be lawyers of judicial standing. It is earnestly to be hoped 
that it is not contemplated to take any judges of the Supreme 
Court from their duties for this ; the result would, be 
deplorable to the suitors. Lord Lord Davey, or 
Lord Hosnovuse would appear to fulfil the requirements of the 
treaty. 





Lorp Esuzr took occasion to say, in the course of his speech 
at the Mansion House on Monday, that he had “attended that 
dinner, and testified his admiration of the Lord Mayor, on 
twenty-four different occasions, and he was there that day for 
the last time” ; and forthwith the daily journals have rushed to 
the conclusion that the retirement of the learned judge is 
imminent, and have occupied themselves with speculations as to 
his successor. Lord Esuer did not say that he attended for the 
last time in the capacity of Master of the Rolls. He may have 
meant that, or he may have meant only that to a man of over 
eighty years of age attendance at the Lord Mayor's banquet is 
not an altogether safe amusement. 





JupictaL compliments on the mode in which justice is 
administered in the City of London have been rather rife this 
week. On the 9th inst. a gpemag te Netw gee. see 
made by the defendant in a case Central 
Criminal Oourt for removing 
indictment found against him at 
alleged offence under section 13 
ground that it could not proper! 

J., in discharging the rule, said 
the judges’ list, although eith 
Serjeant were well qualified to 

in his opinion, there was no 

jury for trying a case of this 

and quite as likely to take a view 


as any jury that could be summoned 
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the same day Hawxuvs, J., when addressing the Lord Mayor, 
‘also referred in terms of the highest praise to the able and 
impartial manner in which justice was administered within the 
City. It was certainly remarkable that such a tribute should 
have been given on the same morning by two judges of the 
Queen’s Bench Division. 





Concernine that wonderful aggregate of 223 sittings attri- 
buted to Sir Henry Hawxnys in the Civil Judicial Statistics 
for 1894, to which we drew attention last week: while this 

¢ record may spur on to renewed efforts his colleagues on 
the bench, one cannot help feeling that there is a mystery and 
a difficulty attaching to it. It is difficult to see how the other 
judges can surpass the figure, and it is a mystery how 
it was achieved. The total number of days included in the 
legal sittings for 1894 was 216. O0ccasionally it may be 
that sitti on circuit overlap the regular sittings, but we 
believe this is not a matter of frequent occurrence. It 
appears, however, that, assuming the learned judge to have sat 
on every day of the legal sittings—though it is rumoured that 
there are circumstances which render the assumption unsafe— 
he also gave seven extra days on circuit. On referring again to 
the statistics, however, we find the following somewhat ominous 
note appended to the table in question: ‘In some instances the 
number of days of sitting in 1894 had not been recorded and 
could not be ascertained, and in other cases the figures furnished 
were estimated from the best available materials.” Perhaps, 
then, we are to take it that the record of Sir Henry Hawxuns is 
only an estimate after all, and that it is an estimate made with- 
out sufficient regard to such interruptions as inevitably detain 
judges from the bench—the interruptions of Sundays, and, 
possibly, some other days. 





As WE ANTICIPATED last week, the point which has vexed the 
minds of London cabmen during the recent strike has been 
decided against them. The yard of a railway station has 
been held, in Reg. v. Bennett, to be a “place” within the 
meaning of section 17 (2) of the Hackney Carriage Act, 1853 ; 
and the driver of a hackney carriage is, consequently, bound to 
drive a hirer inside the station yard when requested to do so, 
and is subject to penalties if he does not. The driver in the 
case in question refused, when requested, to drive his “‘ fare” 
inside the gates of Euston Station, and deposited her outside, in 
spite of remonstrances. His contention was that the station 
yard was the private property of the railway company, and was 
not a “place” within the limits of the Act. The Divisional 
Court held, on the authority of Clarke v. Stamford (19 W. R. 
846, L. R. 6 Q. B. 357)—to which we drew attention—that the 
station yard was a “‘ place’’ within the meaning of the Act, and 
that the appellant was rightly convicted and fined for his refusal 
to drive into it. So little doubt had they, that they refused to 

t a rule nisi for a mandamus to the police magistrate who 

imposed the fine. There seems to be no doubt of the cor- 
rectness of this decision, and it will put a stop to the incon- 
tvenience from which passengers in cabs to London railway 
staions have recently suffered. 





Ir 1s sust ten years ago since the late Lord Corzrmer, in 
ing the newly-elected Lord Mayor in the Lord Chief 
ustice’s Court, gave utterance to views as to the future of the 
Corporation of the City of London which could not have been 
exactly to the taste of the civic functionaries assembled to 
receive the judicial welcome. ‘That sooner or later,” he said, 
“the City will be merged in that greater London no one who 
reads the signs of the times, no thoughtful mind, can fora 
moment doubt,” and he added a suggestion that the initiative 
step in the process of fusion should be taken by the City itself 
in the person of the Lord Mayor. The late Chief Justice, as a 
careful prophet, assigned no particular time for the fulfilment of 
his pro , and the political movement to which be alluded 
cannot be said to have advanced by leaps and bounds since 1886, 


The subject was, however, uppermost in the mind of Lord 
Russett or KritowEen when, in 1894, he for the first time, 





addressed the Lord Mayor from the judicial bench : he, too, 
felt the claims of the greater London to share in the govern- 
of the City around which it centres—perhaps we may say, to 
share also in the glory of its festivities and shows—and he 
lamented that there was no community of government between 
greater London and the City, although there were civil interests 
common to both. In expressing his hopes for the future he was 
a little more guarded than his predecessor—‘‘My Lord,” he 
said, “we know not what ¢ the wisdom of Parliament, 
which to-day means the will o ger 2.22% may have in store 
for your ancient corporation.” anges in the political 
atmosphere have taken place since the present Lord Chief 
Justice so addressed the Lord Mayor; and the wisdom of 
Parliament does not at present seem anxious to disturb the 
ancient co tion. Last Monday Sir Henry Hawxins (on 
whom devolved the duty of receiving the Lord Mayor, owing to 
the absence of his Chief on circuit) indulged in no prophecies, 
but he expressed himself in words which, however acceptable 
to his audience, were not in strict accordance with the precedents 
to which we havealluded. ‘ May the City of London flourish ! ” 
he said, in a fine burst of enthusiasm, and he added ‘‘ unscathed 
by the revolutionary hand of any insatiable but unimproving 
reformer.” But perhaps the latter words may be treated as an 
obiter dictum only; the precedents of 1886 and 1894 had not 
been cited to his lordship and must not be taken to have been 
present to his mind. 





WE print in another column a letter from a correspondent 
raising the question whether a receipt indorsed on a mo 
to a friendly society, which, under section 53 of the Friendly 
Societies Act, 1896, has the effect of a reconveyance, is exempt 
from stamp duty. The argument in favour of exemption turns 
on the provisions of section 33, which, after enumerating certain 
specific exemptions, concludes with a clause exempting ‘' policy 
of insurance, or appointment or revocation of appointment of 
agent, or other document required or authorized by this Act or by the 
rules of a registered society or branch.” The effect of the corre- 
sponding words in 18 & 19 Vict. c. 63 was considered in Re 
oyal Inver Friendly Sooty (L. R. 5 Ex. 78), where it was con- 
tended that they authorized the exemption from stamp duty of 
a transfer of a mortgage to a friendly society. The transfer, it 
was said, was authorized by the and consequently the 
document effecting the transfer was itself authorized by the Act, 
and was entitled to exemption. But the court (Kztty, O.B., 
and Martin and Picorr, B.B.) rejected this construction, mainly 
upon the ground that it would necessarily extend the exemption 
to mortgages originally created in favour of friendly societies, 
and so save the mortgagor, and not the society, from payment of 
duty. It was considered that the exemptions were only meant 
to apply to small matters arising in the course of the manage- 
ment of the society, and not to benefit persons dealing with the 
society. It was held, accordingly, that the general words must 
be restricted on the ejusdem generis principle, and that the 
exemption only extended to acts, such as a power of attorney, 
which were in a manner exclusively the acts of the society, 
or of its officers and members in relation to it and to one 
another. The case of a receipt indorsed on a mortgage, 
seems to be stronger than that of the creation of a mortgage; 
for not only does the Act authorize the discharge of the mort- 
gage, but it specifies, and therefore authorizes, the receipt as 
the appropriate method of rig platy and effecting a recon- 
veyance. On the other hand, it may be said that the Act only 
gives to the receipt a special effect, and that it does not 
“ authorize ” it for the purpose of the exemption any more than 
it authorizes any other document, such as a mortgage deed, 
appropriate for carrying out an authorized transaction. The 
exemption, moreover, 0 in favour of the mortgagor, and 
not of the society. Primd facie it would seem that an indorsed 
receipt is exempted, and our correspondent admits that this is 
the accepted construction of the corresponding exemption in 
section 41 of the Building Societies Act, 1874. But the reason- 
ing of the judgments in Re Royal Liver Friendly Society appears 
to tend to the opposite view. 
oe 


AN ASSISTANT Overseer in a rural parish is, in some respects, 
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an wnenete person. oa 
place he is now appointed (and his appointment may 

revoked) by the aot ovum’ and he Ba. some purposes 
be considered as an officer of that council. In fact, as to 
assistant overseers existing when the Local Government Act, 
1894, came into operation, it is expressly enacted that they shall 
become the officers of their parish councils (see s. 81 (3) ). He 
is also in a large number of rural parishes the clerk of the 
parish council; but this is a separate office from that of 
assistant overseer and carries with it an additional remuneration. 
The parish council in appointing an assistant overseer prescribes 
the duties which he is to perform: these may include all or any 
of the duties of the overseers, and they almost invariably include 
the collection of the poor-rate. But having appointed him and 
prescribed his duties, the parish council have no more to do with 
the assistant overseer as such, unless they should see fit to 
revoke his appointment. He is the assistant of the overseers 
so far as their duties are to be performed by him, and for some 
purposes they must be considered as his masters ; they certainly 
exercise supervision over his performance of their duties. But 
when the assistant overseer misappropriates money which he has 
collected to satisfy the demands made by the poor law guardians 
upon the parish, and it is desired to prosecute him, the question, 
Whose servant is he? assumes a serious importance. The offence 
—if it is anything—is embezzlement; and in a prosecution for 
embezzlement under the Larceny Act, 1861, it is necessary to 
allege in the indictment, and to prove, that the prisoner was the 
servant of the person or body whose moneys he has appropriated 
to his own use. Now, the money in this case is not the mouey 
of the overseers: it is collected by them or by their assistant in 
order to pay the debt of the parish to the guardians. It was 
accordingly held in Reg. v. Sampson (1 Cox O. O. 355) and Rey 
v. Carpenter (L. R. 1 C. C. R. 29) that, in such an indictment, 
the assistant overseer is properly described as the servant of the 
inhabitants of the parish, and not as the servant of the over- 
seers; and that the moneys embezzled were rightly alleged to 
be the moneys of those inhabitants. In the recent case of Reg. 
v. Smallman (reported on another page) it was attempted to 
establish that the assistant overseer is now the servant of the 
parish council, and not of the inhabitants. But the answer is 
that the Local Government Act, 1894, while transferring the 
power of appointment to the office from the vestry and the 
justices to the parish council, has in no way altered the duties 
to be sana by the assistant overseer, and that he remains 
the servant of the inhabitants. It is clear that the moneys he 
collects are in no sense the moneys of the parish council; and 
the result of holding differently would have been to make it 
impossible to prosecute an assistant overseer for embezzlement 
at all; for, if he were the servant of the council, and the moneys 
were not the moneys of the council, the case would not be hit 
by the section of the Larceny Act which deals with embezzle- 
ment. A defaulting assistant overseer cannot ride off free in 
this way. For ‘embezzlement purposes” he is the servant of 
the inhabitants whose money he collects. But he probably 


He has too many masters. In the first 


| feels that he is also in the service of the council, who can remove | - 


him from office, and of the overseers, whom he assists in the 
performance of their duties. 


Tux Licensine Act, 1874 (section 9), makes any person liable 
to a penalty who sells any intoxicating liquor upon li 
premises during the time at which such premises are directed to 
to be closed, or who allows any such liquor, although purchased 
before closing hours, to be consumed on the ises during 
such time. Section 10, however, provides that nothing in the 
Act shall preclude a person licensed to sell liquor to be consumed 
on the premises from selling liquor at any time to persons 
lodging in bis house. Is a publican, under this provision, 
justified in selling liquor after closing hours to lod to be 
consumed by other persons who are not lodgers? This question 
came before a divisional court last week in the case of Cope v. 
Landles and the court decided that a publican is entitled to sell 





shewed that a certain person had given a dinner to some friends 
in a licensed house in which he was .. After closing 
hours he and his friends were found - 4 a consuming 
intoxicating liquors in the house, and er of the licence 
was thereupon ed against under section 9 for allowing 
liquor to be consumed on his premises during the time the 
premises were required tobe closed. The convicted 
on the ground that if such were allowed “it might 
open the door toa constant evasion of the spirit of the Act,” 
but they stated a case. The High Court held that the justices 
had no righi to decide the question upon such. gro 
that they ought not to convict when the evidence she 
the publican honestly sold, and the lodger honestly bought, 
liquor in order that it should be consumed b 
ests of the lodger. It is quite clear that the 
power to deal with any attempt to a 
the publican, for if the evidence justifies 
can find as a fact that the presen ; 
really the guests of the , and then there can be little 
doubt that the High Court would u a n 
Mcgee a — 10 pn Bon acter | sale = sr toa 
ter hours, and says as to when the liquor may 
be Siete. It has been , therefore, thet although he 
may sell the liquor to a lodger after closi 
must not allow him to drink it after such hours. This argu- 
ment is manifestly absurd, and if it may be drunk by the lodger 
it clearly may be drunk by his friends. 





WE Tvox occasion last June to call attention to the citation of 
American cases in English courte. The Harvard Law Review for 
October presents the case from the American point of view, as 
follows: ‘The part which American decisions ordinarily play 
in the English courts is so insignificant that it is surprising to 
find one of them actually mentioned in the headnote of an 
English case. The reporter’s syllabus of Kennedy v. Trafford 

1896, 1 Ch. 763) contains these words: ‘ Van Horne v. Fouda (5 

ohns. Ch. (N.Y.) 388) not followed.’ And the opinions of 
the judges shew that the case figured prominently in the dis- 
cussion. The incident called forth a spirited editorial in the 
Soxicrrors’ Journat of June 18, in which the writer protested 
strongly against allowing ‘English principle to be stifled by 
foreign competition,’ and quot Hatssury’s remarks in 
Re Missouri Steamship Co, (42 Ch. D. 321, 330): ‘ We should 
treat with great respect the opinions of eminent American 
lawyers on points which arise before us; but the ce, which 
seems to be increasing, of quoting American decisions as authori- 
ties in the same way as if oe were decisions in our courts is 
wrong.’ Of course indiscri te indulgence in the practice 
deplored by the learned Chancellor might well be frowned on 
by the English bench. But Lord Hatssvury certainly did not 
have in his mind such an instance as this. Van Horne v. Fouda 
is the starting-point of a peculiar and well-established American 
doctrine, An lish court called u for the first time to 
decide a point involving that doctrine would hardly be perform- 
ing its duty adequately if it ignored the leading American case.” 


e are still impenitent. 





THERE APPEARED in the Standard of sist 10th ite a a 
igned by a purchaser’s solicitor complaining of the extra- 
ed gts in offices when dealiog with 
conveyancing matters. He writes as follows: 


liquor after hours to his lod for the use of their guests.| Our views on the last-mentioned question are so well known 
The question seems to have ay already clearly answered by ' that we shall not attempt to say and it will be. We think, 
the court to the same effect in the case of Ping v. Barnes (36 | however, the letter be brought to the attention of every 


W.R. 473, 20Q. B. D. 221). The facts proved in 
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S neannEEl 


MODERN DEVELOPMENTS OF THE LAW OF 
ESCHEAT. 


Ir has often been said, of course with something of hyperbole, 
Fa with a great deal of substantial truth, that in England the 
iddle Ages are not very far off ; and this nowhere more clearly 
appears when we turn our attention to the less familiar 
parts of our real property law. Those parts which are of 
sesh peo occurrence have been gradually brought up to the 
level of what are supposed to be modern requirements ; but 
others, which rarely emerge into practice, have in many respects 
been left pretty much in the state in which they were at the 
common law. Sometimes it has happened that, when reason- 
able usage has effectually supplanted some absurdity, the latter 
has not been expressly abolished until it suddenly brought 
itself into inent notice in a very inconvenient fashion; as 
was dev the case with wager of battle, which was not ex- 
pressly abolished till 1819, by 59 Geo, 3, c. 46, after its protec- 
tion had been successfully invoked by a stalwart defendant. 

It would be unjust to style the law of escheat an absurdity ; 
because it supplies a tolerable, if not the best possible, answer 
to a question which sometimes imperatively demands an answer. 
But it is the fact that our present law of escheat, until a few 
years ago, depended for its justification and explanation entirely 
upon the feudal laws of tenure, which once were the foundation 
and — of the whole civil and military constitution of the 
realm, but are now so completely obsolete that their very 
existence would be unknown even to experienced lawyers 
except for a few anomalous and irritating claims. And it is 
somewhat amusing to note that the wisdom of Parliament, when 
in 1884 it undertook to reform the law of escheat by pruning 
away some parts which were thought to be indefensible beyond 
the common standard, could think of nothing better to do than 
to subject equitable estates to the same laws of escheat which 
were at the time applicable to legal estates. 

Parliament, however, or those by whose lips it is accustomed 
to speak, does not invariably display a very intimate acquaint- 
ance with the more obscure nooks of real property law when it 
attempts to deal with them ; and though the law of escheat is 
perhaps the most prominent and best understood: among these 
matters, so that it is hardly worthy to be counted among the 
obscure points, it is abundantly evident that when Parliament 
passed the Intestates’ Estates Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vict. c. 71), s. 
4, it had hardly an elementary knowledge of the meaning of the 
word escheat. Down to that time, the interference of the 
Legislature with the law of escheat had been twofold. In the 
first place, by the abolition of escheat by attainder of felony (in- 
cluding escheat by abjuration), the classes of occasions upon 
which an escheat might take place had been reduced ; and in 
practice they were represented by one only; namely, escheat 
propter defectum tenentis, or by the death of an owner in fee simple 
without leaving any heir (or devisee) to succeed to his estate. In 
the second place, the Descent Act, 1833, and still more notably 
the 22 & 23 Vict. c. 35, s. 19, by admitting to the succession 
classes of persons who were excluded by the common law, had 
still further, but in another way, decreased the number of the 
oceasions which would in practice give rise to an escheat. But 
theese alterations had oe to do with the legal theory upon 
which an escheat for want of heirs depended for its explanation, 
which stood exactly as it had stood in the days of Lirrixron, 
and for ages before him. 

The reader will not need to be told that there is no such thing 
as ‘‘allodial” land in England, and that with us all Jand must 
be held of some one, who is usually styled “‘the lord.” Since 
the statute Quia Hmptores forbade the creation de novo of mesne 
tenures, there has been a constant tendency towards the con- 
centration of all tenure in the Crown; but mesne tenures in the 
hands of subjects still exist, and it is needless to say that, in 
such cases, the escheat, when it happens, is to the mesne lord, 
and not to the Orown. As the original grant had been to the 
grantee and his heirs, what could be more natural than that, 
when the succession of heirs ceased, the land should revert to the 
pens pry eg wag onan ne 8 peanel as that, if he had 
granted it to one for life, he sho ve it again in possession 
at the death of the tee. Here it is apparent that the 








when the failure of heirs took 
on an inquisition under the Esc 


if there is no finding upon this, anyone thereby egurioved 7 
(which means, anyone who conceives thut the land is held of him, | 
and that this fact ought to have been found), may, on applica- — 
tion to the High Court, obtain an order for another inquisi- | 
tion. a 
So entirely was escheat founded u 
that there was no escheat of such hereditaments as were not z 
of anybody. For example, if a rent-charge had been granted | 
to a man and his heirs, this, upon failure of the grantee’s heirs, © 
did not escheat, because it was not held of any lord, and there. ~ 
fore there was nobody to whom it could escheat. It became © 
extinguished to the benefit of the land out of which it was — 
granted ; and this, if we consider it, seems to be as natural and © 
reasonable a provision as could be imagined. If a man grants © 
a rent-charge to A. and his heirs, why should he not hold his © 
land freed from the rent-charge when there is no longer any- — 
body capable of taking under his grant? It may piously be — 
supposed that, when Parliament thought fit to meddle with this 
very reasonable arrangement, there existed in its mind somie — 
haziness as to what precisely the arrangement was. Parliament, — 
perhaps, thought that the terre-tenant, by a fluke of luck, was | 
coming into something to which he had no claim or right. bi 
When uses and trusts arose, they disturbed, in this as in some © 
other respects, the simplicity and reasonableness of the common © 
law. Ifa man enfeoffed A. and his heirs to the use of B. and ¥ 
his heirs, the question inevitably arose, what was to happen | 
upon a failure of their respective heirs; and the same question © 
was equally important after the Statute of Uses, when usés 
either were executed into legal estates by the statute, or, in © 
default thereof, subsisted as trusts. Now, it happened that in | 
one particular set of circumstances, arising under the novel © 
condition of the law, a man might get something by what re g 
truly be called a flake of luck ; for it was held in the celebrated ~ 
case of Burgess v. Wheate (1 W. Bl. 123, 1 Eden 177) that, if a~ 
trustee was seised in fee simple upon trust for another person in © 
fee simple, who died intestate and without heirs, there was no | 
escheat of the equitable estate, but that the trustee might keep © 
the lands for his own use. The last case in which this law was, 
or ever will be, applied was Gallard v, Hawkins (33 W. R. 31, 
27 Oh. D. 298); for the Intestates Estates Act, 1884, s. 4, 7 
has for ever put a stop to this “‘casual profit” of the poor 7 
trustee. : 
That enactment, to set it out in all its native beauty, is as © 
follows :— 
‘* From and after the passing of this Act [14th Augast 1884], wherea 
person dies without an heir and intestate in respest of any real estate 
consisting of any estate or interest, wheter loge oe oquiiatle, in any 
incorporeal hereditament, or of r= dn ps terest in any cor- 
po hereditament, whether de or not devised to trustees by the” 
will of such person, the law of escheat shall app'y in the same manner as © 
if the estate or interest above mentioned were a legal estate in corporeal © 
hereditaments.’’ -S 


We have seen that the whole idea of escheat turns upon 
tenure. How, then, can things which have nothing whatever todo ™ 
with tenure, escheat “in the same manner” as the things which” 
have? ‘’Tisa manifest impossibility,” as Dr. BentLEy says. 
How can things which are held of nobody, escheat to the person 
of whom they are held? Something of this kind was involved” 
in the recent case of Re Wood, Attorney-General v. Anderson” 
(44 W. R. 685, 1896; 2 Ch. 596). A lady devised a house to’ 
her executors, upon trust for sale, and to apply the proceeds in 
certain ways. After carrying out all her directions, the executors 
had still in their hands a balance of the proceeds of sale. The 
lady had no known heir or next-of-kin ; and the will contained” 
no resid devise or bequest. It is clear that, before” 
the above-cited enactment, the executors would have been 
entitled to keep the money. But Mr. Justice Romer held that,’ 
under that enactment, they passed to the Crown. This decision 
may perhaps be perfectly correct, in the sense that no other more” 
eligible can be proposed. But it is curious to observe that, 
neither in the arguments of the learned counsel, nor in the: 
judgment of the learned:judge, do we find the ghost of a hint of ” 


m the notion of a ; 
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cardinal question is, Of what lord was the land held at the time 


the fact that there is amy connection between the law of tenure 
and the law of escheat. a 
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FALSE PRETENCES. 


Many cases of obtaining goods by false pretences have been tried 
in which the pretence was contained in a letter ordering the goods, 
which made no direct pretence, but which was meant to convey, 
and did in fact convey, the impression that the writer was a 
mn in a large way of business. Thus, in Reg. v. C 
(25 W. R. 696, 2 Q. B. D. 510), the prisoner, who Was a mere 
huckster, wrote a letter to the prosecutor ordering from him two 
railway-truckloads of potatoes “‘as samples,” and expressing a 
hope that the quality would be ook an then a good trade would 
follow for both of them. The Court for Crown Cases Reserved 
held that this letter might reasonably be construed as contain- 
ing a representation that the writer was a dealer in potatoes in 
a large way of business, and that it was a question for the jury 
whether he intended the prosecutor to put this meaning upon 


1 the letter. 


A somewhat similar case was considered by the same court 
last Saturday in Reg. v. King, a case stated by the chair- 
man of the Huntingdonshire Quarter Sessions. The prisoner 
was convicted of having obtained certain churns by 
tences as to his position and business. He had written a letter 
to the prosecutor containing these words: ‘‘ The two six-gallon 
milk churns in order do not require name on them, as they are 
only required for home use.” This letter was produced in 
evidence by the prosecutor, and he was thereupon asked what 
opinion he had formed from the letter as to the position and 
occupation of the accused. The question was objected to by 
counsel for the defence, but was allowed, and the answer was to 
the effect that the prosecutor inferred from the letter that the 
writer was either a farmer or a dairyman. The prisoner was 
convicted, subject to the case stated as to the admissibility of 
this question and answer. 


The objection was based on the ground that the witness 
was being asked to construe a written document, which was 
a question of law for the court, and not a qnestion of fact. 
The court, however, held that the question was admissible, 
not as to whether the letter was capable of bearing the 
meaning put upon it, but for the of shew- 
ing whether the prosecutor believed the statement made. 
Hawxnys, J., pointed out that in a charge for obtaining goods 
by false pretences it must be proved (1) that a false pretence 
was made, (2) that thé prosecutor believed 
(3) that the goods were obtained by means of the pretence; 
and he held that the only way to find out whether the prose- 
cutor believed the pretence in the letter was to ask him his 
opinion of the letter. This is a decision which will be 
found very useful in prosecutions of this kind, and one 
which removes another of the many weapons of defence with 
which the person who obtains goods by fraud is so amply 
supplied by the technicalities of our law as to false pretences. 

e indictment in the above case contained no less than forty 
counts, some for obtaining goods by false pretences, some for 
attempting so to obtain goods, and others for obtaining credit 
for goods by false pretences. It is full time that the propriety 
of such indictments should be considered by the High Court 
and this indictment received some very salutary attention at the 
hands of the judges. Everyone who has had any experience of 
our criminal courts knows to what an inordinate length some 
indictments extend. This is especially the case in prosecutions 
for offences against the bankruptcy laws. Hawnxtye, J., in his 
judgment, commented severely upon the length of the indict- 
ment. He said he had met with an indictment ‘in ninety- 
nine counts, and had heard of one in a hundred and fourteen 
counts. Of course this is not actually illegal, but where there 
are several distinct charges it may be seriously embarrassing for 
an accused person to be obliged to meet them all at once. Pro- 
bebly few will maintain that the learned judge used unduly 
strong language when he described the indi t in question 
as“‘a scandal.” In such a case the defending counsel ought to 
press the court strongly to order separate trials on certain counts. 

This was not, however, the only remarkable feature in the 
prosecution of Kixc. Having been tried on the first day of 
the sessions on this indictment of forty counts, and having oe 
convicted on some and acquitted on the others, ee Le 
trial again the next day to answer an indictment for y of 





pre- |: 


the pretence, and | P&T 





some of the same goods which formed the subject of some of 
the counts in the first indictment, The prisoner was thus prac- 
ticall Tein, tnd ag wae = ag ~ for an offence for 
w 
foungtag iat ons The 
two indictments were inconsistent ; and further, as Hawxus, J., 
said, “it is against all pri of criminal law that a man 
should be twice put in danger for the same offence.” 








THE CIVIL JUDICIAL STATISTICS FOR 1894. 
II 


THE returns of the amounts recovered by Fm vse of law in 
Queen’s Bench Division are no adequate test of the real work of 
division. They include only the amounts recovered by verdict, ar 
as Master MACDONELL points out, these represent but s small portion 
of the whole. Further, no account is taken of com: by which the 
plaintiff may secure a large part of his claim, or of test cases in which 
a verdict for a nominal amount may determine the destination of 
sums. But the returns, such as are, denote a 
decrease in the amount recovered on cireuit. Thus the average ann 
amount for the five years 1871-75 in London and Middlesex 
£181,095 ; for the four years 1891-94 it was £532,140. The corre- 
sponding totals on circuit were £226,663 and £137,046. In London 
and Middlesex there was a continuous rise in successive periods, but 
ially between 1886-90, when the annua] average was £277,522, 


and for 1891-94 the large sum @ million as just 
ta for plaintiff after trial are 


only about one-twentieth of the total number of judgments 


for the plaintiff, the actual sums recovered are 
the above, but how much larger it is not possible to any 
certainty. 

Corresponding to this increase in the ts 
achieved, there been an increase also of the actions tried, from an 
annual a of 1,103 for 1871-75, to an average of 1,496 for 
1891-94. It follows, from co; ing the different ratios of = 
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increase of actions tried and of total amount recovered, that 
verdicts must have been individually 
the statistics. The percentage of cases 
£50 and under has diminished, and the 
the verdicts are ively between 
has increased. To take one set of figures only, between 1871 and 
1875 the cases in which over £100 was recovered on trial were 34°3 
cent. of the whole. The figure rose continuously until for 1891-94 
it was 47:2 per cent. of the whole. This increase in the 
partly due to the fact that the present rules as to costs 
actions in which less than £50 is at stake to the county courts; but 
there is also a large increase of the actual number of cases in which 
the amount recovered exceeds £100. Master MacDoNnELL to 
this as another sign that, in London at all events, more of 
in the High Court relate to substantial s 
In the Probate Court much of the business is: non-contentious, and 
only a very small rtion of the cases require the decision of s 
judge or jury. The annual a of 
ses since 1876 has never 0" 
probaies end sdtuisinetons,_ ip oval wens Soares aes 
ve considerably increased, annual average standing 
1871-75, and at 113 for 1890-94. In the total number of 


administrations there is an increase emg: A 

proportion to the increase of 
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58 to 42, Of petitions for judicial separation by far the greater 
number are brought by the wife, the ratio for the same years bei 
94 to only 7 by the husband. The difference, says Master MACDONELL, 
is not to be explained by the fact that in England the grounds of 
divorce are not the same for husbands as for wives. It is to be found 
in countries where the husband and wife are on an equal footing in 
this ay a MACDONELL also gives a table of the number of 
petitions for divorce to every 1,000 marriages, from which it appears 
that in England the cating s 2°4; in France it rose from 6 in 1884 
to 28 in 1892. 

In Admiralty, again, there appears a considerable incrcase of 
business, at least, when it is remembered that under recent legislation 
a good many of the suits are brought in county courts. The number 
of causes ‘rose from 228 in 1841 to 637 in 1866. In 1893-94 the 
number in the High Court was only 513, but to this must be added 
606 causes begun in the county courts and in the City of London 
Court, making a total of 1,119. 

The total number of proceedings in the county courts reaches very 
large figures. For the forty years or so covered by the comparative 
tables, there has been a pretty steady increase, and the highest 
number—namely, 1,167,886—was reached in 1894. But there has 
been no great increase in the average amount for which plaints are 
issued, and the courts are still mainly used for the purpose of col- 
léecting small debts. At the same time there has been a marked 
increase in the plaints for £50 and upwards entered by consent under 
section 17 of 13 & 14 Vict. c. 61, and section 64 of the County Courts 
Act, 1888. During the years 1863-8; the annual average was 12; in 
1883-94 it was 1,298. é average amount of all the plaints is about 
£3. Only a very small proportion of the actions tried are submitted 
toajury. In 1893-94, out of an annual average of over 700,000 cases 
determined, the jury cases were 1,469, or no more than 0°2 per cent. 
The defendants in county courts are as unfortunate as in the High 
Court, Throughout the years to which the comparative tables relate, 
the percentage of judgments for defendants has never exceeded 3°6 of 
the whole—the figure for the earliest year, 1858—and they seem to 
be diminishing. 

Contrary to what might have been expected, the amount of equity 

i in the county courts, whether measured by the number of 
applications or by the amount in dispute, does not shew any marked 
increase. In point of value, indeed, it seems to be diminishing. The 
amount of costs has very largely increased, but it still lags far behind 
the court fees. ‘‘The fees,’ says Master MAcDONELL, ‘‘ were about 
six times the amount of the costs in 1858-62; in 1893-94 they were 
not quite three-times as much. In round figures, for every £1 
recovered in the earlier period the costs were about 10d., the fees 
about 5s.; in 1893-94 the costs were about 1s. 10d., the fees about 
5s. 2d.” The amount of fees for 1894 was close on half a million 
pounds, 

It appears that not only have defendants a decreasing chance of suc- 

y resisting claims in the county courts, but their treatment at 
the hands of plaintiffs is growing more severe. The ordinary way of 
enforcing a judgment is a judgment summons which will not improb- 
ably end in a warrant for committal. ‘‘Comparing,” says Master 
MACDONELL, ‘‘ the returns for 1858-62 with those of 1893-94 there was 
an increase of 106 per cent. in the summonses issued, 165 per cent. in 
the summonses heard, and no less than 201 per cent. in warrants 
issued—rates of increase far in excess of the increase in judgments for 
the plaintiffs. In cther words, creditors more and more resort to 
issuing judgment summonses, and to the extreme course of obtaining 
warrants for committal.”” On the other hand, the actual imprison- 
ments have rot increased with the increase of warrants. Either the 
warrant alone is effectual in securing payment, or judges have become 
more unwilling to enforce them. The greater part a the orders for 
inprisonment are made in the North of England. 

ter MACDONELL examines very elaborately also into the 
statistics of bankruptcy and winding up, but into these we have 
not space to follow him. One very noticeable feature in the bank- 
ruptcy is the enormous drop in petitions consequent on the 
passing of the Act of 1869. In that year they were 10,396; in 1873 
they had fallen to 915. Master MAcDONELL assigns as the probable 
reason the change in the law by which debtors were no longer able to 
file petitions. The facilities, however, for compositions were made 
use of, and they rose in numbers as the adjudications fell. Under the 
Act of 1883 debtors have recovered their former right, and from this 
and other causes the bankruptcies have risen again, standing at 4,702 
in 1894, while the number of compositions has become insignificant. 
Their place has been taken by registered deeds of arrangement, of which 
in 1894 there were 3,894. Under the Act of 1883 there has been a 
considerable decrease in the amount of the average liabilities per case, 
and a still more marked decrease in the average amount realized. For 
cases under the Act of 1869 this was £609 between 1880 and 1883; 
under the Act of 1883 it was £275 in 1894. On the other hand the 
character of the compositions has improved. 

The foregoing remarks are based on the comparative tables for a 
series of years, and on Master MAcDONELL’s analysis of them. The 








returns for the year 1894 ate given separately, but upon these it is 7 
not n to enlarge. At the present time their chief interest — 
lies in their relation to those of previous years. In future, as we have © 
already observed, Master MACDONELL expects to be able to accelerate — 
the annual returns. The volume which he has now edited is a 
monument of patient and discriminating labour, and it augurs well 
for the interest and utility of subsequent statistics. 





REVIEWS. 
THE LAW RELATING TO TRUSTEES. : 
THe Dutizs anp LIABILITIES OF TRUSTEES. Six Lectures delivered | 
in the Inner Temple during the Hilary Sittings, 1896, at the” 
request of the Council of Legal Education. By AUGUSTINE” 
BIRRELL, Q.C., M.P. Macmillan & Co. (Limited). 


In these lectures Mr. Birrell has combined a practical and sug-— 
gestive treatment of the law with the humour which characterizes — 
his other writings. We doubt whether students, or for that matter 
practising lawyers, haye ever before had a subject placed before 
them in a manner at Once so entertaining and suggestive. The 
reader who takes up this little volume will not easily lay it down 
till it has been finished, and by that time he will have had clearly — 
impressed upon him all the leading one of law which affect 
trustees. If the student also takes the trouble to examine the cases 
to which Mr. Birrell refers and to follow up the inquiries which are 
suggested, he can hardly fail to gain a firm grasp of this branch of 
the law. It would be easy to extract examples of the treatment of 
legal questions which gives the book a character of its own. One 
must suffice. Mr. Birrell is discussing the care which a trustee is 
bound to take of the trust property. Lord Northington, he says, 
electrified Lincoln’s-inn more than a hundred years ago by the 
remark that ‘“‘no man can require’ or with reason expect that a 
trustee should manage another’s property with the same care and — 
discretion as he would his own.” Needless to say, this matter-of- 
fact way of looking at the question by no means represents 
the standard of conduct which the courts have set up for 
trustees, and Mr. Birrell takes exception also to the stricter rule 
laid down by Mr. Lewin, that a trustee ‘‘is called upon to exert 

recisely the same care and solicitude as he would do for himself.” 
The care which the trustee uses in his own affairs may, he points out, 
fall far below that which he must use in the management of the trust 
estate. ‘‘ The bulk of business,” says Mr. Birrell, ‘‘ in this country is” 
carried on carelessly. A distinguished judge has told me that, sitting” 
in the Court of Appesl, he once had to listen to a learned brother 
denouncing from the bench as ‘ grossly negligent’ a course of conduct 
habitually pursued by the distinguished judge himself in transacting 
affairs for himself of a similar kind.” The trustee is bound, indeed, 
not to deal with the trust estate as he would with his own, but to 
take as much care of the property as, if he were a prudent man of 
business, he would take of his own. We leave the reader to discover 
in what connection Mr. Birrell brings in the story that Lord Macaulay 
was driven into seeing an authorized edition of his speeches through” 
the press by the misprint of ‘‘ Pandects of the Benares "’ for ‘‘ Pandits” 
of the Benares” in the unauthorized one. But the fact that the story 
does come in is a further illustration that Mr. Birrell does not follow 
the severe style of an ordinary law book. 





PARLIAMENTARY AND MUNICIPAL REGISTRATION. 


A DIGEST OF PARLIAMENTARY AND MUNICIPAL REGISTRATION CASES, 
CONTAINING AN ABSTRACT OF THE CASES DECIDED ON APPEAL 
FRCM THE DECISIONS OF REVISING BARRISTERS DURING THE 
PERIOD COMMENCING 1843. By JoHN James HEATH SAINty 


Esq., Barrister-at-Law. THIRD EDITION, BROUGHT DOWN 10 
May, 1896. By EpwarRpD ANNESLEY OWEN, Esq., Barrister-ate 
Law. Butterworth & Co.; Shaw « Sons. 3 


A detailed criticism of this edition of a well-known work is un 
necessary, the editor having, in the main, pursued the method 
adopted by the original author, with which our readers are doubt- 
less already familiar. We notice, however, that in this edition the 
editor devotes the ing pages (down to and including p. 7) 
matters which should obviously be noticed elsewhere. Thus, what 
concerns the occupation franchise should, we think, be transferred t© 
p. 102 et seq., 80 as to enable the entire subject to be dealt with com 
secutively, mindful of the fact that the occupation franchise in countie 
and boroughs has, by virtue of 48 Vict. c. 3, been assimilated. 1 


as the case cited at pp. 3-4, its proper place is, surely, eit 
at p. 417, just before “ l di ifications” are discussed, 
else immediately after p. 443. The present edition undoubtedly, 


comprises the bulk of the registration cases from 1813 to May 


1896, including some obsolete ones, which have been retained for 
reasons stated by thé editor in his preface, and are indicated 








a! 


SerSScEeee || | 


PFE 


(PS ESPea: EE 


Mr. J 


rE 


SEEPOE STE 
qe Erreee 





Fs 
rt: 





6. 





p it is 
terest 
> have 
lerate 
lis @ 
's well 


livered 
at the 
STINE 


l sug- 
terizes 
matter 
before 


‘ down 
clearly 
_ affect 
e cases 
ich are 
nch of 
ent of 
. One 
istee is 
2 Says, 
by the 
that a 
re and 
ter-of- 
resents 
ip for 
ar rule 
» exert 
mself,”” 
its out, 
.e trust 
intry is 
sitting 
brother 
onduct 
sacting 
indeed, 
but to 
man of 
liscover 
acaulay 
hrough 
Pandits 
he story 
t follow 


ON. 


' CASES, 
APPEAL 
'G THE 
SAINT, 
OWN TO 
ister-at- 


( is une 
method 
. doukt- 
tion the 
». 7) to 
1s, what 
erred to 
ith con- 
counties 
. The 
7, either 
ssed, of 
subtedly 
8) May, 
ned for 
ndicated 












Nov. 14, 1896. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








merely by a headnote, with a footnote referring to the decision or 
statute superseding them. We think, however, that where a recent 
case has been completely overruled by a still more recent one, it is 
hardly necessary to notice it so prominently—as, for example, Childs 
v. Cox (20 Q. B. D. 290), overruled by Kemp v. Wanklyn (42 W. R. 
369; 1894, 1Q. B. 583), is noticed at p. 336. The following cases 
appear to have escaped the editor’s vigilance—namely, Bennett v. 
kvans (1892, Fox & Smith’s Reg. Cases, 291), Prentice v. Markham 
(1892, Fox & Smith’s Reg. Cases, 301), The Queen v. Mackellar (41 
W. R. 142), where Foskett v. Kaufman (34 W. R. 90, 16 Q. B. D. 279) 
was cited and distinguished, Skinn v. Phillips (1894, Fox & Smith’s 
Reg. Cases, 386), and Wade v. Perkins (1893, Fox & Smith’s s 
Cas. 338). The University franchises do not ap to find a place in 
this edition, though the cases that have been decided with regard to 
the disqualification of members of Oxford and Cambridge Univer- 
sities as borough voters are given. We think, however, that, in such 
a case as the London University, for instance, the qualification pre- 
scribed by 30 & 31 Vict. c. 102, ss, 24, 25, should be mentioned. In 
citing the Law Reports, we notice that the editor invariably gives the 
prefix ‘‘ L. R.,” unmindful, apparently, of the fact that, since 1874 
at all events, it is unusual and unnecessary to do so. As the bulk of 
the work is slightly increased by such a ice, we that 
it will be abandoned in the next edition. The dates of the cases cited 
are omitted, while the places where they are reported are supplied, 
not in the Table of Cases, but in the text. A good index, comprising 
twenty-four pages, will be found at the end of the volume. 


MILITARY LAW. 


Minirany Law AND PRECEDENTS. By WILLIAM WINTHROP, 
Colonel, United States Army. Second Edition. Revised and 
Enlarged. Sampson Low, Marston, & Co. 


Colonel Winthrop’s two large volumes form an important contri- 
bution to our knowledge of military law. Although the work deals 
primarily with the military law of the United States, the subject is 
so exhaustively dealt with that it cannot fail to be of use in the 
library of the student of this branch of jurisprudence in this or any 
other country. The American. legislation on the subject is found 
upon that of England, and we find, as we would expect to find, that 
references to the English Army Acts, which have taken the place of 
the old Act of 1689 and the Articles of War, and to cases 
decided in English courts are very numerous throughout the pages 
of this work. The jurisdiction of and procedure at courts-martial, 
the law of evidence, the methods of reviewing sentences, are all care- 
fully explained. The second portion of the work deals with the law 
of war as a branch of the International Law, while the last division 
relates to the civil functions and relations of the military, includin 
their employment in civil capacities, and their liability to civil suits 
and prosecutions. Had the work been intended primarily for 
English lawyers, we would have expected the subject of the employ- 
ment of the military for the suppression of riots and disturbances to 
have been more fully dealt with in this part of the work: the work, 
however, contains little allusion to the English practice on this pont. 
though the enactments and regulations in force in the United States 
as to the assistance of the civil by the military power are carefully 
set out and illustrated by cases. The whole work bears testimony to 
the patient industry of the author, and to his thorough of the 
subject ; and it should be pointed out that Colonel Winthrop is more 
than a military officer, he is a member of the bar, who was in the 
active practice of his profession in 1861, and it is evident that his 
early legal training has not been without its effect upon his habits of 
thought. The work contains in an appendix a number of precedents, 
which will no doubt be of service to those concerned in the adminis- 
tration of military law in the United States. The index is fairl 
“pear and the printing and general get up of the work is beyo 

praise. 





LIGHT RAILWAYS. 


Tue Licut Rartways Act, 1896, WITH THE RULES OF THE BOARD 
or TRADE, &c., AND Notes. By Evans Austin, M.A., LL.D., 
Barrister-at-Law. Reeves & Turner. 


Mr. Austin has chosen a well-defined subject, and be has treated 
it with conspicuous ability and success. The Light Railways Act of 
last session is perhaps unlikely to have a wide tion, but any 
local authority or body of persons who are meditating the promotion 
of a light railway will find in this book all the information they 
require as to the method by which their scheme can be carried out. 
In the introduction Mr. Austin gives a lucid summary of the Act 
itself, and of the ure under it; ihe body of the work contains 
the Act itself, with notes to each section, the notes consisting in the 
main of explanations of the references in the text to other statutes : 
for the Act itself is well drawn, and there are few observations 


demanding the i uity of the annotatoz., The ix contains 
the text of the ag enactments which are 


& | full details as to ju 





by or referred | 


to in the main Act—notably, parts of the Lands Clauses Act, the 
Arbitration Act, and the Regulation of Railwa 


important of all, aggre nt gg Board of Trade 
SS ee eee Act. Tav'indetaggimn'te, be 
thoroughly well done. 





METROPOLITAN SANITATION. 


METROPOLITAN SANITATION: Wire Appgnprx OoNTAINING THE 
Pusiic HEALTH Act, 1891, AND THE By&-Laws IssvuzgD By THE 
Lonpon County CouNcIL AND THE LOCAL AUTHORITIES UNDER 
ir, &c. By W. HenBert Daw, F.8.1. }F rank P. Wilson, “ Estates 
Gazette ” Office. 


Although Mr. Daw’s book is not precisely the source 
lawyer would turn for gui upon the sanitary laws of the metro- 
polis, it centains much information which ought to be of service to 
ae ae builders, and — Kaw eon OF na 

is not, in our opinion, possible : exposition 
of the subject, with which the work begins, Fe ape useful if 
poor, one medbrengpe dowry gp el ae i, under 
one heading or chapter with its sub-di and if the 
views ofthe author were more clearly differentiated 
from, or précis of, the Act and the bye-laws, It is, however, useful 
to have between the covers of one book the Act of 189 
of the County Council made under it, and the regulations of the 
different metropolitan vestries. A few 
lected in the appendix ; the index does not assist as 
ieeeeing eer of finding the desired subject in the body 
of the work. 


; 
i 
| 


: 
; 
: 





LEGAL DIARIES. 


We have to acknowl the receipt of the usual issues of diaries 
for lawyers. The fifty-first issue of Tire LawYer’s CoMPANION AND 
Diary FoR 1897 (Stevens & Sons a Shaw & Sons) is of 
about the same size as last year, but for the first time an 
to the diary, with red and black letters in the cut margin. All that 
seems to be now wanted for the convenient use of this is the colour- 
ing in different colours of the edges containing the iary and the 
legal directories. Tue Soxicrrors’ DIARY, ALMANAC, AND Dimxo- 
TORY FOR 1897, being the fifty-third year of issue (Waterlow & Sons 
(Limited) ), contains a wonderful amount of ion as to Govern- 
ment and public offices, all kinds of judicial officers, town clerks and 
under-sheriffs, and has a directory, for the use of country solicitors, 


as to stamps, &c. WATERLOW Bros. & Layton’s Line. 
ALMANAC FOR 1897 ieee Bros. & Layton (Limited) ) contains also 
icial and legal officers. The list of “ localized 
barristers” is novel and interesting; it is surprising to see what a 
large section of the bar are now resident and practising in the pro- 
vinces. pms saehel wr par macy monary oe ye 
local bar are provided with one. Sweet & MaxwEL1’s Y¥ FOR 
LAWYERS FOR 1897 differs in the information it gives from all the 
other diaries. It contains, as we have before i a legal 
gazetteer and courts di , with full information as to court fees, 
solicitors’ costs, and time-tables for actions in the various courts. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Inland Revenue Regulation Act, 1890. As amended by the 
Public Accounts and Charges Act, 1891, and the Finance Acts, 
including the popeneners Acts and the Public Officers Protection 
Act, 1893. With Notes, Table of Cases, &. By NATHANIEL J. 
HicHMore, Barrister-at-Law, Assistant Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 


Stevens & Sons (Limited). 
The Maritime Codes ot Anais and Translated and anno- 
D., Q.C Wilson, 1? 


tated by F. W. RaIxkzs, 


WATERLOW Bros. & LayTon’s Diary and Almanac for 1897, 
containing a list of stamp duties from 1804 to the time, 
with ons as to stamping and allowance for secs eng 

on 


diary for every day in the 4 registering 

ling dovls bt pavers ob peli’ dees Table of succession to real 

personal pro ; see to geinadeag: Seesetethahe ont ‘Aaal 

accounts. d notes as to , intermediate, and final 

examination of articled clerks. Rh Me ne Re Ma 
to the 


aiey eotel Trish and solicitors. With appointments, 
icitors, : 
poem of &c. Waterlow Bros. & Layton (Limited 





*,* Inthe ing to the review of Messrs. 
Precedents of Costs (ante, p. 9), for * 
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‘ date of the death of the testator, which interest, again, might amount 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE FINANCE ACT, 1894. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—There is a matter connected with the payment of the settle- 
ment estate duty under this Act which must constantly be occurring, 
and of which I have not observed any notice in any of your articles 
dealing with this Act. 

By section 5 of the Act settlement estate duty is payable where 

y is settled by the will of the deceased, or, having been settled 

some other disposition, passes under that disposition on the 
death of the deceased to some person not competent to dispose of the 
. Now, in the case of the wills of testators, where the 
Soephtans’ shares are settled, it is usual, after giving the daugh- 
ter a power of appointment amongst her children, subject to which 
her share is to go to her children equally, to add an ultimate general 
power of appointment exercisable by the daughter in the event of no 
child becoming entitled under the preceding trusts ; therefore, if that 
= power of appointment by the daughter becomes exercisable, 
settlement estate duty would not attach, as the property would 
not have ‘‘ passed to some person not competent to dispose of it.” It 
is, however, impossible to determine, on the death of the testator, 
whether the settlement estate duty will ultimately attach or not, 
and in most cases this can only be ascertained after the lapse of many 


ears. 

: What is the duty of the trustees of a will of this nature? If they 
pay the duty at the time of the death of the testator, it may ulti- 
mately turn out that such duty was not payable, and they will then 
be liable for the duty and interest thereon from the date of payment, 
which interest may very well amount to a considerable sum. 

. On the other hand, if the duty be not paid on the death of the 
testator, and on the death of the daughter her general power of 
appointment has not becomé exerciseable, it would appear that the 
settlement estate duty would have to be paid, with interest from the 


to a considerable sum. 

I shall be glad to have the views of some of your subscribers as to 
the course which trustees ought to adopt under the circumstances 
mentioned. 

T have assumed, of course, that the words ‘‘ not competent to dis- 

of it’? mean what they say, and are not to be construed as 

wing the words ‘‘ in his or her lifetime superadded. A. B.C. 

Manchester, Nov. 9. 





COUNTY COURT COSTS—ALLOWANCES TO SOLICITORS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ]} 


Sir,—I had recently entrusted to me an interpleader case remitted 
to one of our London couaty courts. The action was brought by a 
father against a son, in which the father was allowed some costs. He 
sought to recover the amount by execution, and instructed the 
sheriff to seize the in his son’s house. The sheriff did so, on 
which the son’s wiie, and her mother, claimed most of the goods, 
and gave notice that the remainder belonged to another son of the 
plaintiff, who was a soldier on service abroad, and who had left them 
there for safe custody while he was away. 

An interpleader summons was issued, when the master said he 
could not deal with the soldier’s goods, and sent the case to the judge 
for his directions, The judge considered that one of the claimants 
should claim for the soldier, and on being informed that one of them 
would do so, he sent the case back to the master to dispose of the 
claims summarily. The summons was not amended by the sheriff— 
nor any order drawn up. The master heard and allowed the two 
claims, but refused to hear the evidence in support of the soldier’s 
right to his goods, although the witnesses were in attendance, and 
their evidence tendered. At the county court trial the plaintiff's 
counsel admitted that he opposed the application made to the master 
to hear such evidence. 

The result was a second execution, goods removed, another inter- 

leader, and an action in the county court. I conducted the case 

or the claimant without counsel—the execution creditor appeared by 

counsel—and the trial lasted nearly three and a half hours. Judg- 

ment was given for the claimant, with costs on Scale B, the judge 
ing that the were of the value of £22. 

At the end of the trial I applied for two allowances (viz., items 31 
and 70) under ord. 50a, but the learned judge stopped me, saying he 
should not allow any extra costs. I presume his refusal was based on 
an impression that the scale allowed fees adequate to the work done ; 
but I venture to think that if he had gone into the figures he would 
have allowed the application. The result was that all I got for 
“ conducting the case in court without counsel” was 6s.! This is 
clear from the items: ‘‘ For attending in court with counsel,” the fee 


the solicitor is to have 15s.; but if he conducts the case instead of - 
counsel, he is to have 6s, more. 
The two items I asked for are Nos. 31 and 70—viz., for making 


extra £1 1s, 

As taxed, the costs were allowed at 10s. for attending three 
witnesses and making note of their evidence (I had four witn 
who all gave evidence, but the registrar disallowed one), and £1 1g, 
for conducting the case in court; total, £1 lls. The extra £2 25, — 
I asked for would have made the allowance up to £3 13s. 3 

If I had had counsel, the brief would have run to forty folios, and 
the charges on that (including the 15s. for attending in court) would 
have come to just about £5 10s.; counsel’s fees would have been 
£4 11s. 6d,; total, over £10. 

Thus, for 
he may have, by order, £3 13s.—as against £5 10s. on a brief. 
either case the difference is against the solicitor—in one case of 
£3 19s.—in the other of £1 17s. I venture to think that the learned 
judges who framed the scale did not contemplate this result. 

Anyway, whatever their anticipations, the scale as drawn is a ° 
direct incentive to running up costs. No order is required to allow 
a brief and counsel, but the solicitor who acts without counsel hag 
the humiliation put upon him of having to ask for two fees, which, 
if allowed, do not even then make his fees equal to what he would 
get on a brief. 

I venture to think that the time has arrived for » revision of the 
scale, and that it should be altered so as to allow of an adequate re- 
muneration to solicitors, in all actions, as of course, and not as matter 
of favour—as is the case in the High Court. 

I also venture to suggest the following alterations where no counsel 
is instructed :— 

Sc, A.B. C. 


Item 31. In addition to the fees for 6 8 
attending witnesses, for making or 
notes of facts or arguments 106 110 220 
» 69. For attending court, conduct- 
ing case where there is no con- 
ee ° ° » ° 160.110 336 
» 70. The like where there is a con- 
test—i.e., where the case 
to thejudge . . : - 11.0 220 380 


And that the rule requiring a sclicitor to apply for extra fees should 
be abrogated. There is no such rule in other courts. 

The refusal to allow fees provided by the scale, is a punishment on 
the solicitor, not the suitor. If a suitor is to be punished, let him be 
punished by depriving him of part of his costs, but do not punish 
the solicitor by refusing him fees allowed by the scale. The costs 
allowed are both solicitor and client costs, and party and party costs, 
so that a solicitor cannot recover more from his client than his client 
can recover from his opponent. 

The better mode would be to order ccsts to be taxed in full, and 
direct that the successful suitor do recover from his opponent only a 
given proportion (as one-half or two-thirds) as the judge may deter- 
mine. 

This would preserve the solicitor’s rights against the suitor, and 
punish the suitor too. D. 
Nov. 9. 





PROBATE OF WILL OF MARRIED WOMAN EXERCISING 
POWER. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—A married woman having, under the will of her father, a 
power to appoint to her husband the income of a fund given on trust 
for her and her issue, exercises such power by her will. She has no | 
other estate. We are informed unofficially at Somerset House that — 
it is not necessary for the husband to prove her will, and that, even 
if he did prove, the estate might be sworn under a nominal 
amount. , 

Can any of ery readers give us any authority for these proposi- — 
tions? It is laid down in Willi on Executors and Farwell on © 
Powers that a will made in execution of a power, if relating to per- — 
sonalty, must be proved, but the authority referred to (oss v. Ewer, 

3 Atk. 160) was a case where the wife had exercised a power to 
appoint capital and not merely income. 8., C.; & H. 
ov. 7. 
[The same principle as that laiddown in Williams and Farwell is — 
stated in Tristram & Coote’s Probate Practice, 12th ed., at p. 38, but — 
no authorities are om. We think that the explanation of the matter | 
is probably that, though the Somerset House authorities may not 
require the will to be proved, no ings can be taken in any 
court in respect of the appointment until the will has. been proved: 


rai ditt 





is 15s, For ‘‘ conducting the case «ithout counsel,” the fee is £1 1s. 


See Ex parte Limehouse Board of Works, Re Vallance (24 Ch. D. 177, © 
at p. 178).—Ep. 8.J.} ‘ 


ie 


That is to say, for attending in court when counsel conducts the cage © 


sents i 


notes of the case £1 1s., and for conducting without counsel an : 


acting without counsel the solicitor gets £1 11s., Gow 
a 
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STAMPING STATUTORY RECEIPT OF FRIENDLY SOCIETY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—The opinion and practice of some of your readers upon the 
following point would, we think, prove interesting. 

It hes always been our practice to stamp the statutory receipt of 
a friendly society, used instead of a reconveyance, with same 
ad valorem duty as an ordinary reconveyance, but we have met 
solicitors who state that it is not their practice to do so—their 
ground for not doing so being that it falls within the words, ‘‘ or 
other document required or authorized by this Act or by the rules 
of the society ” (38 & 39 Vict. c. 60, s. 15 (2) (d)). 

There appears, however, to be no authority for this, nor is it 
mentioned in Vacher’s Stamp Digest. The wording appears, never- 
theless, to be almost similar to that of section 41 of the Buildi 
Society Act, 1874, under which we, in common, we believe, with 
other solicitors, have been in the habit of taking and giving receipts 
free of duty. ENQUIRER. 

[See observations uader head of ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Ep. S.J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


¥7 9: Court of Appeal. 


MANCHESTER, SHEFFIELD, AND LINCOLNSHIRE RAILWAY CO. o. 
GUARDIANS OF DONCASTER. No.1. Jan. 5. 


Poor Law—Payment or Dests—Jupcment Ornperinc GuARDIANS TO Pay 
Costs—TaxationLoatation oF Time ror Payment—Dznt, Cram, 
cR Demanp IncurRED OR Becomz Dur—Poor Law (Payment or Depts) 
Act, 1859 (22 & 23 Vicr. c. 49), s. 1. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiffs from a judgment of Day, J. The 
plaintiffs sought to obtain a mandamus addressed to the defendants, 
commanding them to pay to the plaintiffs the sum of £105 2s. 10d., with 
interest from the 9th of December, 1895. In 1892 the plaintiff railway 
company had been appellants in a rating appeal, the respondents 
the Assessment Committee of Doncaster Union. A special case was sta’ 
by the court of quarter sessions for the opinion of the Queen’s Bench 
Division, and was taken up to the Court of Appeal. On the 17th of July, 
1893, the Court of Ap gave judgment for the railway company, end 
ordered that the assessment committee should pay to the railway company 
their costs of the appeal. This judgment was affirmed by the House of 
Lords. On the 9th of December, 1895, the railway company’s costs were 
taxed, and were allowed by the Taxing Master at the sum of £105 2s. 10d. 
The plaintiffs having brought this action, the defendants pleaded section 
1 of the Poor Law (Payment of Debts) Act, 1859 (22 & 23 Vict. c. 49), 
which enacts as follows: ‘‘ With respect to any debt, claim, or demand, 
which may, after the passing of this Act, be lawfully incurred by or 
become due from the guardians of any union or y + oe aeoh 
debt, claim, or demand, shal! be paid within the half-year in which the 
same shall have been incurred or become due, or three months 
after the expiration of such year, but not afterwards.’’ The question 
was whether the judgment-debt for costs became due at the date of the 
judgment of the ‘ ourt of Appeal, or at the date of the Taxing Master's 
allocatur. Day, J., at the trial of the action without a jury, held, on the 
authority of the Court of Appeal in the case of Guardians of West Ham v. 
Churchwardens, $c., of St. Matthew, Bethnal Green (43 W. R. 419; 1895, 1 
Q. B. 662), that the costs constituted a debt, claim, or demand, at the 
date of the judgment—viz., on the 17th of July, 1893, and he accordingly 
decided in favour of the defendants. The plaintiffs appealed. In the 
meantime the decision of the Court of A in Guardians of West Hom 
v. Churchwardens, $c., of St. Matthew, Bethnal Green, had been reversed by 
the Houre of Lords (1896, A. C. 477). It was now admitted that, if the 
debt did not become due till the date of the Taxing Master’s allocatur, 
the plaintiffs were entitled to judgment. Reference was made to Midland 
Railway Co. v. Guardians of Edmonton Union (43 W. R. 309; 1895, A. C. 
485), Holdsworth v. Wilson (4B. & 8.1), Metropolitan District Railway Co. 
v. Sharpe (88 W. R. 617, 5 App. Ca. 425). 

Tue Covert (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Lorgs and Ricxy, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal, and gave judgment for the plaintiffs. Lord Esher, M.R., said the 
question was whether this case was governed by the decision of the House 
of Lords in Guardians of West Ham v. Churchwardens, $c. of St. Matthew, 
Bethnal Green. It was argued that the learned lords in that vase based their 
unners on the construction of one of the standing orders of the House. 

ut he thought that they intended to put an interpretation on section 1 
of the Poor Law (Payment of Debts) Act, 1859, and that interpretation 
was this—that, in the case of a judgment against guardians for costs, 
the time limited by the section did not begin to rup_ till the costs were 
taxed. They were bound to follow that expression of opinion, and the 
appeal must be allowed. 

Lopzs, L.J., was of the same opinion. He thought that no distinction 
could be drawn between taxation of costs by the Clerk of the Parliaments 
and taxation of costs by an officer of the Supreme Court. 

Riezy, L.J., concurred.—Counsst, C. A. Russell and J. W. Mansfield ; 
Macmorran, Q.O., and W. A. Meek. Soxscrrons, Cunlifes ¢ Davenport, for 
Lingard-Monk, Manchester; Van Sandau ¢ Co., tor F. B. Nicholson, 


[Reported by F, G. Rucxzr, Rarrister-et-Law.} 





PITT PITTS v. GEORGE, No. 2. 24th and 25th July; 6th Nov. 7, 


Coryricut—Work First Pustisusp Asnoap—Oorms Lawrvtiy Panrap 
1x Country wHers Work First Pustisnsp—lInrorration ivto Unrrep 
Kryepom ror Satz on Hras—Copraiont Act, 1842 (5 & 6 Vicr. o. 45)— 
International Corynient Act, 1844 (7 & 8 Vier. c. 12), 8. 10. 


ieipsig places on the t. In October, 1875, the de- 
= ry ore _ ne ae 2 yee ome: ply ag 

at bought je there- 

ons seni on aa ee the and 


right by selling any copies of ‘‘ La Fileuse.’’ The Acts upon which 
the question mainly turned ware the ‘Act, 1842, and the Inter- 
eet the Gon t Act, 1844. +, refused the motion, 


Tue Covrr (Lixpixy, Lopzs, and Riesy, L.JJ.; Lorzs, L.J., dissent- 
ing) allowed the appeal. 


and it is conceded although his assign- 
orl yrigh Ast, 1888 wa te eon Gotta ‘fe sfataengl 
na t ‘anfstaeng 
v. prodtiing, 7 Go. (43 W. R. 261; 1895, 1 Q. B. 347). It is 


5 Q. 
further conceded that the question turns on the statutes relating to copy- 
right in books, cok Se ee ac cide mamedag on tian ee 


musical compositions or dramatic pieces. J., decided that the 
defendant was not the 8 ; and from that decision 
the plaintiff has a on the true construction of 


case 

ons 2, 11, 13, 15, and 17 of the 
45), and of sections 2, 3, and 10 of the Copyrigh' 
(7 Vict. c. 12). The Copyright Act of 1842 (5 & 6 Vict. c. (ae 
reference to copyright in foreign works under any International 
Act. It contains, however, two sections for the protection of 
in other lands—viz., sections 15 and 17. Section 15 gives a remedy 
action on the case for: (1) Printing in any 
for sale or exportation any book in which is copyright, without the 
consent in writing of the proprietor of the cop ; 
sale or hire any such book so unlawfully prin 5 
or exposing for sale or hire any euch book known to have been so un- 
lawfully printed or imported ; (4) possessing for sale or hire any such book 
meet te lpdagandenebmeryring: A ey ttm mange wad rear 9 
worded as not to 
Seen a 
book ” and “‘ so Ww occur 
clause which ered mee T understand these to mean 
as follows: ** Such Ro sete Beret ewey 
under the Act. **So having been in 
British dominions,’’ means without the written consent of the 


é 


of the yright. | Section 17 however, goes as - 
ion of printed books first composed or or printed 
shed in the United Kingdom. If there is in such the 


tapartation <f exples Soci sete oe dominions for sule or " 
except by the proprietor of copyright, or by some one authorized by 
him, is absolutely prohibited, wherever such copies may be Fg and 
all such copies may be seized and destroyed by the officers of Customs or 
Excise. Penalties, moreover, are inflicted on the es on D came 
who sell, publish, expose for sale, or let for hire copies known by to 
have been unlawfully imported. This section, however, is confined en- 
tirely to printed first composed or written, or printed gt aon mea 
in the United Kingdom. It does not to 

these rections eS ee vate use, but only impcertation 
for sale or hire ; neither ee eee ee ee 
edet copyigiat tn teahet Role e nema penn iate the 
language of these sections be 

some other etatute. Neither 
remedy by way of injunction. But, having regard to well settled - 
cipley of courte of equity. Sues cam Uo ses Seah TAS ay apace Samet 
be granted to protect the owner of copyright 

and to restrain an infringement of 
International 
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Act of 5 & 6 Vict. c, 45, in the same manner as if such books had been 
first published in the United om. ~ The language of this section is 
very rtant. It.enacts ‘‘that in case any such order’’ (i.c., Order in 
) “shall apply to books, all and singular the enactments of the 
said Copyright Amendment Act, and of any other Act for the time being 
in force with relation to the copyright in books first published in this 
country shall, from and after the time eo to be specified in that behalf in 
such order, and subject to such limitation as to the duration of the copy- 
right as shall be therein contained, apply and be in force in respect of the 
books to which such order shall extend, and which shall have been regis- 
tered as hereinafter is provided, in such and the same manner as if such 
books were first et in the United Kingdom ’’—subject to certain 
exceptions, which are not material. That section, unless controlled by 
section 10, requires the court, in effect, and so far as ble, to apply 
sections 15 17 of 5 & 6 Vict. c. 45 to books first published in f 
countries. But before attempting to do this it ic to consider 
section 10 of the Act of 1844, and to ascertain to what extent, if at all, it 
modifies section 3 or excludes the application of sections 15 and 17 of the 
Act of 5 & 6 Vict. c. 45. Section 10 enacts ‘‘ that all copies of books 
wherein there shall be any su copyright under or by virtue of 
this Act, or of any Order in Council made in pursuance thereof, ted 
or. reprinted in any foreign country, except that in which such were 
first ed, shall be and the same are hereby absolutely prohibited to 
be imported into any part of the British dominions, except by or with the 
coneent of the registered proprietor of the copyright thereof, or his agent 
authorised in. writing, and if imported contrary to this prohibition the 
eame and the importers thereof shall be subject to the enactments in force 


relating to goods prohibited to be imported by any Act relating to the 
Cust ; and as respects any such so prohibited to be imported, 
and also as respects any copies unla’ mt 


be 

ted in any place whateo- 
ever, of any books wherein there shall be any much eubsiating copyright aa 

ieee 007: pepe Wan ell tesa. gee -at, the: Bat 
such prohibited or unlawfully printed copies, or who, knowing 
to be so unlawfully imported or unlawfully printed, 
ublish, or expose for sale or hire, or shall cause to be 
hed, or exposed for sale or hire, or have in his pos- 
for sale or hire, any such copies so unlawfully im- 
 gerweneny: plated. gues ents San So Uelte tap, spouts 
on the case at the suit of the proprietor of such copyright, to be 
t and prosecuted in the same courts and in the same manner 
ith the like restrictions upon en ee the defendant as are 
reepectively prescribed in the Copyright Amendment Act with 


- 


Fy 


‘| 


relation to actions thereby authorized to be brought by rietors of 

t persons importing or selling books unla ly printed 
in, dominions.’’ It will be observed that the section expressly 

from its operation the importation gg ge in the country 
in wi the copyright book was first pub . This exception is quite 
new, and the reuson for it is not stated. Moreover, the express prohibi- 
tion against importation does not extend to copies printed in any of the 


British dominions. Such copies are, however, included in the second 
of, the section, which gives a remedy by action in respect of the 
mportation of books unlawfully printed anywhere. The consequence 
to be that the Custom House officers cannot, under section 10, 

any copies of a foreign book in which there is copyright under the 

a unless such copies have been printed in some foreign country 
er than that in which book was printed. Oopies printed in 
that country, or in any part of the British dominions, cannot be so seized 
under the section in question. The reason for this is difficult to discover. 
The power of seizing copies wrongfully imported for sale or hire, under 
section 17 of 5 & 6 Vict. o. 45, extends to copies printed anywhere 
abroad. Again, in framing section 10 the pe ag in prohibiting 
has drawn no distinction between importation for sale or hire 

importation for other purposes. The distinction drawn is between 
with the consent of the 7 agony of the copyright and 

without such consent. This was, no doubt, deemed an 
improvement. But why section 10 was framed as it is, and why, 
if intended to qualify and cut down the effect of section 3, 
those two sections should be left as they are, I confess 
I..am unable to discover. But, however difficult it may be to 
account for the in which section 10 is expressed, 
it is not difficult to interpret that language as it stands. Read- 
ing it in ite plain, literal sense, the present case is expressly excepted 
from the operation of the section, for the importation complained of fs of 
copies, not only printed, but also lawfully printed, in the country in which 
the co ht work was first published. that the present case is not 
co éither by the dirst part of the section, which prohibits an 
tion, nor by the second part, which gives a remedy by action. e are 
thus thrown back on sections 15 and 17 of 5 & 6 Vict. c. 45, with a direc- 
tion (see section 3 of the Act of 1844) toapply them to a case to which 
is apparently inapplicable, and with a statement (see the 
that the object is to confer on the owners of copyright in foreign 
greater rights than could have been conferred upon them under the 
International Copyright Act, and similar in respects to those 
joyed by British authors. The work here in question must be deemed 
have been first published in this country, and the plainti® must be 
treated as if he were the owner of the copyright in this country in such 
work. Section 3 of the Act of 1844 clearly requires these assumptions to 
be made. Section 3 does not say “‘ first printed and published” ; but I do 
not attach any importance to this verbal criticism. ‘Co attribute import- 


Li 


ance to it would nullify section 3. I take ‘‘ published,’’ in section 3, to 
include priuting for publication. These assumptions appear to me neces- 
ay & involve as owe Ne egw that the expressions ‘‘ such book ’’ and 
“s0 having been unlawfully printed,’’ which occur in sections 15 and 17 


of 5 & 6 Vict, c. 45, must be applied to the work the cop 
belongs to the . Ihave already pointed out that could not 
be their in the statute 5 .& 6 Vict.c. 45. Even if section 15 
cannot be held to apply, o to its being restricted to printing 
in the British do ons, section 17 can, for, as already pointed out, its — 
scope is wider. To hold that neither section applies is to hold that ~ 
section 3 of the Act of 1844 is ab-olutely nugatory, and in obedience to © 
this section the difficulty in apply ng sections 15 and 17 of 5 & 6 Vict. c. «— 
45, as to this case, must be got over. The alternative is to hold that the 
plaintiff has no remedy for a manifest injury, and that Parliament failed 
in 1844 to give effect to its declared intention. Mr. Scrutton in his 
very able argument almost persuaded me that this was so. His 
contention was that section 10 was intended to be a code containing 


copyright in foreign work-, and that it was inconsistent with sections 15 
and 17 of 5 & 6 Vict. c. 45, if applied to such copyright. I confess I was 
much struck with this conten ; but I cannot adopt it. Section 10 is 
certainly not a complete code, for, in the face of section 3, it cannot be 
regarded as impliedly depriving the proprietors of copyright under the 
Act of 1844 of any of the rights which that section and the statute there 
referred to confer upon them. The truth is that, when closely examined; 
section 10 will be found not to cover the whole ground covered by section — 
3 and the incorporated sections 15 and 17 of 5 & 6 Vict.c.45. What, — 
then, is the true inference from the express exception in section 10? Is it 
to be inferred that the foreigner entitled to copyright in this country i¢ 
liable to have that copyright infringed by any importer. of books printed 
in his own country ; or is the inference to be that, as regards such books, 
he is entitled to the same protection as a British author would have under — 
the Act of 1842? ‘The latter inference is-most in accordance with legal ~ 
principles and = sense, and is the only inference which is consistent — 
with the preamble and section 3 of the Act of 1844. If the defendant’s — 
contention were correct, it would follow that a foreign author could assign ~ 
his English copyright and import and sell copies of his work here in 
competition with his own , unless prevented from so doing by 
agreement. Such-a state of our law would not be very creditable, 
court is not driven to dation thet aeiat 
unsatisfactory, nor to hold that, owing to a blunder in * ° 
lature has conspicuously failed to attain its declared and manifest object: 
One other point was which requires notice. The defendant is the 


and | purchaser of the books he has imported, and it is contended that he has a 


right to dispose of those books as he likes, without any interference 
from the owner of the foreign copyright or from the plaintiff, who 
claims under him. The t, however, of the defendant to use in 


this country the books which he bought abroad depends on the law of 


this country, and not on the law of the of sale. The copyright 
in this country confers upon the tiff ts here which no contract of 
sale abroad by other persons can deprive him of. Even if the defendant 
had bought his copies direct from the p os toe 
the defendant w: be in no better wee tae tiff 

such proprietor himself; and for reasons could tot 


y given 
justity what the defendant claims the right to do. the appeal must be 
owed. 


Lopzs, L.J., said:—It is with great diffidence that I differ from my 
brothers in this case, who are much more familiar thau I am with these 
Copyright Acts; but after careful consideration I have arrived at the 
same conclusion as Kekewich, J., ia the court below. The piece of music 
in question. was first published in Leipzig, and the plaintiff is the assignee 
of the English copyright in this German piece of music. Copies of the 

iece of music printed in Leipzig aud sold to the defendant ia Brussels 
ve been imported into this country for sale here. ‘The plaintiff seeks to 
testrain the defendant from such importation. Whetaer he can do so 
depends on certain provisions in the Copyright Acts, which are by no 
means clear. Sections 15 and 17 of 5 & 6 Vict. c. 45 have been relied on. 
I cannot discover how the prohibition contained in section 15 can apply'to 
the importation of books printed in foreign countries in which an English 
author has no copyright. This section applies to the British dominions 
only. Nor can I see how section 17 applies toa case like the present Itis 
directed against the importation of foreign copies of copyright works first 
com or written or printed in the United Kingdom. This piece of 
music was first printed in a foreign country—viz., in Germany. We must 
now look at the 7 & 8 Vict. c. 12, and the important section is section 10. 
This section deals with copies of books (book by the interpretation section 
including sheets of music) wherein there shall be any copyright subsisting 
under this Actor any Order in Council made in pursuance thereof, but 
printed or reprinted in any foreign country. If there was nothing more, 
this section would cover the present case ; but there occur in this section 
these important words, ‘‘ except that in which such books were first pub- 
lished.’’ I am unable to disregard this exception, which, in my judgment, 
was inserted to meet a case like the It is said that this exception 
is to be disre because section 3 of the same Act says that, in case any 
such order (i.e., an Order in Council) ehall apply to books, all and singular 
the enactments of the said Cop t Amendment Act (i.c., 5 & 6 Vict co, 
45), and of any other Act for the time being in force with relation to the 
copyright in books first published in this country, shall from and after the 
time so to be specified in that behalf in such order and subject to such 
limitation as to the duration of the copyright as shall be therein conta 
apply to and be in force in respect of the books to which such orders 
extend, and which shall have beea registered as hereinafter is provided in 
such and the same manner as if such books were first published in the 
United Kingdom, &c. The question is whether anything in this sec:ion 


is so repugnant to the exception contained in section 10 as to render it 





inoperative. I think they be read together, section 3 deali 
Satlan avuideg not being ¢9n where books were first pub 





tof which. | 


a complete enumeration of the remedies available for an infringement of ~ 
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Ryn yor gem tn, perenne where pong age ts Spar ublished. 
It is is imposes a grea’ on assignees 
circumstanced in the same way as the tiff. may be so, but we 
have to construe the Acts of Parliament, and the plaintiff might have 
protected himself by an express covenant. 

Ricsy, L.J., concurred with Luvprey, L.J.—Counsa., Cozens-Hardy, 
Q.0., and Ingpen ; Serutton. Sorsicrrons, W. M. Tilson ; Mann ¢ Taylor. 


[Reported by R. C. Macxewziz, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ERNEST vr. LOMA GOLD MINES (LIM.) No.2. 4th and 10th Nov. 


Comrpany—Maerinc or Suarenotpers—Sreciat Reso.ution—Proxirs— 
Mops or Taxinc Votrs—Suow or Hanps—Companigs Act, 1862 (25 & 26 
Vicr. c. 89), s. 51—Buanxs 1n Proxx—Sramp Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vict. 
c. 39) s. 80. 


This was an “ppeal from a decision of Chitty, J. (40 S. J. 684). The 
plaintiff, a sharebolder of the defendant company, moved before Chitty, J., 
for an interim injunction to restrain the company from carrying outa 
special resolution by en extraordinary meeting of the 
compeny on the 3rd of June, 1896, and confirmed by another meeting of 
the let of July, 1896, for the voluntary liquidation and reconstruction of 
the company. By the articles of the company it was provided that every 
motion made and submitted at a general meeting should be decided in the 
first instance by a majority in number of the members, tu be ascertained 
by a show of hands; that every member should have one vote for every 
share which he should hold in the company; and that votes might be 
given either personally or by gm The plaintiff attended the meeting 
of the 3rd of June holding 431 proxies, and claimed to vote on behalf of 
himself and the proxies which he held, but the chairman ruled against this 
claim. Had the plaintiff been allowed to count the proxies the resolation 
would have been lost, though on a show of hands it was carried. A poli 
covld not be demanded because there were not sufficient shareholders 

sent to demand one. Section 51 of the Companies Act, 1862, 
as follows :—‘‘ A rezolution passed by a company under this Act 
shall be deemed to be special whenever @ resolution has been 
by a majority of not less than three-fourths of such members of 
the company for the time being entitled, according to the regulations of 
the company, to vote as may be present in person or by proxy (in cases 
where, by the regulations of the company, beng are wed), at any 
general meeting of which notice epesilyiag intention to propose such 
resolution has been duly given, and such resolution has been confirmed 
by a majority of such members for the time being entitled, according to 
the regulations of the company, to vote as may be present, in person or 
by proxy, at a subsequent general meeting, of which notice has been duly 
given, and held at an interval of not less than fourteen days, nor more 
than one month from the date of the meeting at which such resolution 
was first At any meeting mentioned in this section, unless a poll 
is demanded by at least five members, a declaration of the chairman that 
the resolution has been carried shall be deemed conclusive evidence of the 
fact, without proof of the number or proportion of the votes recorded in 
favour of or against the eame. Chitty, J., held that the chairman was 
quite right in taking a show of hands and declaring the motion carried on 
that basis; further, » sharebolder who held proxies for others was still 
entitled to only one vote. A second question was rsised as to the validity 
of the proxies. By a printer’s error the day and hour appointed for the 
meeting had been omitted from the proxy which was sent to each share- 
holder with the notice convening the meeting: The secretary, having 
diecovered the error, sent a further circular to each member saying that 
| if the proxy had slready been returned to him, he should assume that he 
had authority to fill in the date and hour where it had been left blank. 
Chitty, J., held tbat the proxies were valid and had been a pe stamped 
within the meaning of the Stamp Act, 1891. The plaintiff appealed on 
both points. 

Tue Covet (Livpiey and A. L. Surru, L.JJ.) dismissed both appeals, 
giving jetgees’ on the second point at once, and upholding the decision 
of Chitty, J., while judgment was reserved on the first t. 

On the 10th of November the written judgment of the court was 
delivered by 

Lrxvtey, L.J., as follows: This isan appeal from a decision of Chitty, 
J., reported in 1896 (2 Ch. 572). The question raised by the a is how 
absent members of a registered compauy are to vote at a called 
under section 51 of the Companies Act, 1862, when no poll is demanded. 
The question is important, because different views have been taken by 
different judges of the High Court. Before to the decisions it 
is necessary to read section 51, on the construction of which the question 

really turns. [His lordship read the section, and continued :—] It will be 

observed that this eection contemplates cases in which a poll is demanded 
and cases in which no poll is demanded. A valid resolution may be 
carried without a poll as well as witha poll. The section does not say 
how votes are to be given or counted when a poll is demanded. The 
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that on a show of hands each person and entitled to vote and 
voting ough to bp anmunavine emiteden ‘ 

whom he represents. It 
each absentee can give on a poll is to be counted; the contention i# 
each absentee who given a : 
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regulations of the company to vote.” The regulations of each company 
must therefore be regarded. The regulations of every are, 
however, themselves framed with reference to ordinary Dusinees babite 


are based upon the assumption that business will be conducted 

har ey tained in ‘Table A tn the of companies 
con in case 

other regulations, and Table A 
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templated by the Legislature when 
Table A; and this mode and no other is consistent with the articles of 
company. This was Chitty, J.’s, view. 
Kay, J., in Re Caloric Engine, $c., Signals Co. (52 ‘ 
tne Court of Appeal in Re H Bridge Wagon Co. (27 W. R. 433, 11 
It is true that the only point decided 
a show of hands shares ought not to be counted. 
absentees should be counted as present. The observations 
Jessel on the mode of voting by show of hends are clear! 
ety of so coun’ them. In-Re Bidwell Brothers (4 
893, 1 Ch. 603), V: Williams, J., however, 
of hands absent members entitled to vote by proxy ~- 
present if their proxy is himself present and votes. 6 
true if the proxy is a non-member and represents only 
the absentee for whom he votes. ‘ The proxy’s vote must 
that vote is in effect the vote of the absentee. But to hold 


| 
: 
Eg 


vA 
gf 
P5 
BOGS 


Z 
E 
: 
: 
E 


3 
g 
E 


meq 

* or 
nt 
: 


ra 4 
: 
g 


Pp 
E 
z 
ze 


: 
z 


g8 
Hf 
RF 


; 
: 


of hands a proxy has more than ote vote is to introduce a mode of voting 
never heard of in practice, and not, in our opinion, required by law. Sec- 
tion 51 of the Companies Act, 1862, is a uction of section 34 of the 
Joint-Stock Companies Act, 1857, and if Va Williams, J.’s, decision 
is right, ve which has prevailed ever since 1856, if not for even a 
longer period, wiil have been ‘improper. Such a conclusion makes it 
neceseary to examine the grounds on which it is based with great care and 
some suspicion, and for the reasons above stated we have come to the con- 
clusion that the decision in Re Bidwell Brothers (ubi supra) is erroneous and 
ought not to be followed. The appeal must be dismissed with costs. 
Appeal dismissed.—Covnsen, Ashton Cross; Byrne, Q.C., and E. W. Stock, 


Soxicirors, W. 7. Hart ; Powell ¢ Burt. 
{Reported by W. Suaticraoss Gopparp, Barrister-at-law.! 


MUTUAL RESERVE FUND LIFE ASSOCIATION vo. NEW YORK LIFE 
INSURANCE CO. No. 2. 10th Nov. 


Srectric Perrormancre—Oo ror Pgrsonat Ssrvice—‘‘ Exctustve ” 


NTRACT 
Service—Insuncrion—Ngoativs Covenant, Wuen to ne Iuriiep 


A fr Pollock, B., who had refased the plaintiff : 
«tg Ame i aijuepathenk: One Harvey, of Liverpod, bad 


section is framed upon the assumption that the mode of in such a the 


case is well known, as in truth it was and is—viz., by show of - 
by counting the persons present who are entitled to vote and who choose 
to vote by holding up their hands. We can find nothing in the section to 
alter or to exclude this well-known mode of conducting business, nor so 
far is there any controversy. The con arises in this way. 
members who have ted proxies vote BY those proxies; but unless a 
a ee rson Rat Bong ge however 
numerous may be the persons w represents. 
be the common tise. But it is contended that the 

eee t with eection 51, and that when that section applies, 
as it. does in this case, each absentee whose is and who votes 
is entitled to be treated as present himsélf D ndaing ¥ 
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t we are asked to imply can be made snfficiently definite. M 

im ion is that it is not. I think the plaintiffs have taken a muc 
er view of their rights than the contract justifies. Harvey is 
at liberty to do anything he likes which is oconsictent with his 
duties as agent for the plaintiff company; and when we come 
to look at that provision of the contract which is supposed to 
mport a negative covenant, it is seen to be very carefully and 
wly restricted. [The Lord Justice stated the nature of the 
agreement, and continued :—] Here, then, is the only clause which at all 
imports a negative covenant. Harvey to act exclusively for the 
laintiffs in so far as to tender to them all risks obtained by him or under 
tis control. The whole difficulty arises from the word ‘“ exclusively.’’ 
His duty is to send to the plaintiff company such risks as he can procure 
for them. Suppose a person asks him to take a risk of a totally different 
kind, I should say Harvey is bound to fry to induce him to insure with 
the plaintiff company. But if the insurer refuses to do that, I do not see 
that there is anything to prevent Harvey sending the risk to someone 
else. Here, then, we have not got any clear and definite negative cove- 
nant. Could anyone say what is the exact limit of the negative covenant 
to be implied ? There appears to me to be sufficient vagueness to bring 
this case within the principle of Whitwood Chemical Co. v. Hardman (us 
supra), and not within the principles of Lumley v. Wagner (1 De G. M. & G. 
604). I think the view taken of Lumley v. Wagner has been that it is not 
desirable to extend that decision. I look upon Lumley v. Wagner and that 
wh cases as rather anomal . > of 
course, shall follow them. Bu lore an injunction can be granted there 
must be a clear and distinct negative covenant expressed ; or if it is to be 
implied it must be so definite that the court can see exactly the limits of 
the injunction it is asked to grant. Here, I think, the whole thing is too 
hazy and indefinite for us to do anything of the kind, and therefore it 

appears to me that this appeal must be dismissed with costs. 

A. L. Surru, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counsz, 
Lawson Walton, Q.C., F. M. Abrahams, and Mallinson ; Bigham, Q.C., and 
Muir Mackenzie ; Robson, Q.C.,and Bremner. Soxicrrors, Michael Abrahams, 
Sons, ¢ Co. ; Brook, Freeman, ¢ Co., for Wright, Becket, ¢ Co., Liverpool ; 
Ashurit, Morris, Crisp, § Co. 

| Reported by R. C. Mackenzie, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re EASTMAN PHOTOGRAPHIC MATERIALS CO.’8 TRADE-MARK. 
Kekewich, J. 6th Nov, 


Traps-Marx—“ Sorto ”—‘* Rergrence To THR CHARACTER OR QUALITY OF 
THE Goons ’’—Dzscrirtive Worp— Patents, Desions, anD TrapE-Marks 
Acts, 1883 anp 1888 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57, s. 64; 51 & 52 Vicr. c. 50, 
8, 10). 


This was an appeal from the decision the Comptroller-General of 
Patents, Designs, and Trade-Mar g register the trade-mark 
o ’? in connection with pho hic ting paper, on the ground 
t' he word ‘‘Solio”” was not “a a no reference to the 
character or quality of the goods’’ within clause (e) of section 10, sub- 
section 1, of the Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1888 (the section 
eubstituted for section 64 of the Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 
1883). Counsel in support of the application referred to the following 
cases: Re Farbenfabriken Application (42 W. R. 488; 1894, 1 Ch. 645), Re 
Densham's Trade-~Mark (43 W. R. 515; 1895, 2 Oh. 176), and Re Trade- 
Mark No. 58,405, ** Bovril’’ (1896, 2 Ch. 600). 

Kexewrcn, J., refused the application, and in giving judgment said :— 
Tn cases like the present it is desirable for the public that there should be 
a continuity in the decisions and practice. It appears that it has been the 
practice of the Comptroller-General consistently to refuse to register the 
word ‘‘ Sun,’’ or any device or words relating to the sun, as a trade-mark 
in connection with photographic articles or apparatus. If I were now to 
grant this application I should be reversing that practice, but, before 
doing 80, I ought to be satisfied that the Comptroller was wrong. In my 
opivion, however, the Comptroller was right in his refusal. The word 
**Solio’’ connotes the idea of the ‘‘sol” or sun, and nearly everybody 
knows that sunlight is essential to photographic printing. This being so, 
I bave no doubt that péople taking this printing paper and seeing the 
name ‘* Solio’? would think that sunlight was an essential characteristic 
of the article. I think, therefore, that this word comes within clause (e) 
of the eection, and that the Comptroller was right and that the word 
should not be registered.—CounseL, Moulton, Q.C., and Kerly ; The Attor- 
ney~General and Ingle Joyce. BSotictrors, Bird, Moore, & Strode; Solicitor to 
the Biard of Trade. 

[Reported by R. J. A. Monnzrsox, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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Camiat Law — Emnezziement — Assistant Overseer — SeRvANT oF 
/ Innanrrants on or Parish Councit—Poor Rewer Act, 1819 (59 
je eg 12), s. 7—Locat Govgrwmant Act, 1894 (56 & 57 Vier. o. 73), 

ss. 5, 





whilst he was so employed he received — money “‘on the 


the said inhabitants, his employers.” 





prisoner’s employment was rightl 
material facts were as follows :— 
appointed assistant overseer for the 


was duly nominated 
of Upton Bishop, by the jus. 
tices on the nomination of the vestry of the parish, under 59 Geo. 3, c. 12, © 


s. 7, in December, 1893. On the d 
appointed to that office and to the office of clerk to the parish council by 
the parish council for the ish of Upton Bishop under section 5 of the 
Local Government Act, 1894. Neither of the appointments above men- 
tioned was in form revoked, and he continued to hold his offices until 
the 30th of January, 1896, when he was dismissed from them. The 
embezzlements were each committed after April, 1895, and before his — 
dismissal. It was contended on behalf of the that by virtue of 
the Local Government Act, 1894, the prisoner become the servant of 
the parish council, and that he was not the servant of the inhabitants, 
and that the indictment was therefore bad. The enactments bearing on 
the question are referred to in the judgment of Pollock, B. The case 
was argued on the Ist of August before Lord Russell of Killowen, C.J., 
Pollock, B., and Hawkins, Grantham, and Lawrance, JJ., when judgment 
was reserved. 

Hawkins, J., now read the written judgment of 

Potxock, B., who, after stating the facts, continued:—Tke 59 Geo. 3, ° 
c. 12, 8. 7, provided for the election of assistant overseers by *‘ the in- 
habitants of any parish in vestry assembled.’” The same section enacted 
that two justices are to appoint such persons so elected. It is clear, 
however, that they were when so elected and appointed the servants of 
the inhabitants of the parish, although their formal appointment was by 
the justices, and accordingly, when it became necessary to prosecute an 
assistant overseer for em t, he was usually described as in the 
— indictment, and in Reg. v. Sampson (1 Cox C. C. 355) it was decided 

Baron Rolfe that an indictment describing an assistant overseer as a 

erk or servant to the overseers was bad, and in Reg. v. Carpenter (L. R 
10. C. R. 29) it was held that an assistant overseer was properly described 
as ‘“‘a servant of the inbabitants of the parish.’” Thus far there seems no 
difficulty. But in 1894 the 56 & 57 Vict. c. 73 was passed, and this Act 
materially alters the mode of appointing assistant overseers, and uses 
language which creates a doubt, and has p Fa rise to the question raised — 
by the presentcase. [His lordship then referred to the following sections: — 
Section 5 (1) ‘‘ The power and duty of appointing overseers of the poor 
and the power of appointing and revoking the appointment of an assist- 
ant overseer for every rural parish having a oo council shall be trans- 
ferred to and vest in the council.”” Section 6 (1), which contains a 
general transfer to the parish council of the powers, duties, and liabilities 
of the vestry of the parish with certain exceptions. Section 81 (3) ‘‘any 
existing assistant overseer ina parish for which a parish council is elected 
shall, unless appointed by a board of , become. an officer 
of the parish council’ (4) assistant overseer 
. +. shall hold bis office by the same tenure and upon the same 
conditions as heretofore, and which, performing the same duties, 
shall receive not less or remuneration than heretof.re.’’} 
The statute under which the prisoner was indicted is the 24 & 25 Vict. 
c. 96, which, by section 68, provides that, ‘‘ whosoever being a clerk or 
servant or being employed for the purpose or in the capacity of a clerk or 
servant shall fraudulently embezzle any chattel, money, or valuable 
security which shall be delivered to or received or taken into possession by 
him for or in the name or on the account of his master or employer 
2 shall be deemed to have feloniously stolen the same from bis 
master or employer.’’ The Act, it will be yp Amery says nothing about 
the appointment of the clerk or servant. The two material facts are that — 
the prisoner should be a “‘ clerk or servant,’’ and that he should embezzle 
the money received by him ‘‘on the account of his master or employer.” © 
Now. it may well be that a person or body of persons may have the 
appointment of a clerk or servant and yet when he is appointed he 
becomes not the servant of those who appointed him, but of those whose 
affairs he has to manage and whose money he has to receive and pay over 
according to their instructions. It was upon this ground that in the | 
cases of Reg. v. Watts (3 A. & E. 461) and Reg. v. Carpenter (L. R.1C. C. BR. 
29) an assistant overseer was held to be the servant, not of the magistrates 
who appointed him or of the overseers, but of the inhabitants of the 
perish. It seems that, notwithstanding the parish council have the power 
of appointing assistant overseers, their duties when appointed are the 
same as they were when they were elected and nominated by the vestry 
and appointed by justices. The rates collected, the persons from whom, 


said to be the money of the parish council, nor 
can that council direct how it shall be dealt with. It would seem, there- 
fore, that the prisoner was employed to collect the rates for the inhabi- | 
tants of the parish, and that he received the money on their account an 
was accountable to them for it, and not to the parish council, and, 
fore, in the indictment under consideration he was properly descri 
being in the employment as servant of the inhabitants of the 
as having received, whilst so employed, money on account of t 
In one sense, as the parish council appomt and revoke 
ee overseers, they are officers of the council, 
not 


10th of April, 1895, he was also 
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duties the council could not po eugene aera ae 
in their proper discharge. e 0 effect quoad 
the assistant overseers is to place the council in the position formerly 
occnpied by the inhabitunts of the parish in vestry assembled, whilst it 
leaves the duties and employment of the assistant overseers the same as 
they were before that Act was passed. The in the indictment, 
therefore, is correct, and the conviction must be 

Lord Russsit or Kintowsn, C.J., concurred in the above judgment of 
Pollock, B. 

Hawkins, J.—I entirely concur in the judgment of my brother Pollock 
which I have just delivered. There can be no doubt that the money 
received by an assistant overseer in respect of the rates is not the 
money of the parish council, and no action could maintained by or 
against the h council in respect of it. It is money which it is the 
duty of the assistant overseer to pay over to the overseers for distribution 
by them on behalf of the inhabitants of the parish for which they are 
appointed. For the purposes of such an indictment as this the money is 
properly described as the money of such inhabitants. If the contentions 
of the prisoner’s counsel are correct, it would seem to follow that no 
prosecution under the statute 24 & 25 Vict. c. 96, s. 68, for embezzlement 
of rates by an assistant overseer appointed by a parish council could be 
sustained, for that scction only makes it embezzlement for a clerk or 
servant to embezzle money received in the name or on account of his 
master or employer; and if the parish councfl is to be considered as the 
master or employer of the assistant overseer, and the money said to be 
embezzled is not received in the name or on account of the council but 
on the account of the inhabitants of the parish, the requirements of the 
statute to constitute the crime of embezzlement would not be fulfilled, for 
the clerk or servant of the one body would have received money belonging 
to and on acccunt of the other. It may be that for some purposes the 
assistant overseer may be the servant of the ih council, but for the 
purpose of collecting the poor rates he is the servant of the inhabitants 
whose money he collects. 

Grantuam, J., also delivered a written judgment to the same effect. 

Lawranceg, J., con . Conviction affirmed.—CounseL, Cranstoun ; 
Macmorran, Q.C., and Gwynne James. Soxscrrons, M. L. B. Braund, for 
Hebb, Ross ; Prior, Church, ¢ Adams, for Burt, Ross. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Dut, Barrister-at-Law.] 


REG. ». KING. Crown Cases Reserved. 7th Nov. 
CramivaL Law—Ostarmine Goons sy Fatss Pr erences—Evipence. 


Case stated by the chairman of the Huntingdon Quarter Sessions. The 
defendant was charged with ob from various persons by 
means of false pretences, the indictment including forty counts. In the 
first count it was that the prisoner falsely pretended to one 
Shackleton, that he, the defendant, was carrying on bueiness as a farmer 
or dairyman, and by means of such false pretence obtained from Shackle- 
ton two steel churns. In the course of the trial the prosecutor was asked 
what opinion he formed as to the position and occupation of the defen- 
dant on the receipt of a letter from him, in which appeared the expression 
that ‘‘ the churns were required for home use.’’ Counsel for the defendant 
objected to the question, and cited Reg. v. Cooper (2 Q B. D. 510): the 
objection was overruled, and Shackleton replied, ‘‘I thought the defen- 
dant was either a farmer ora .’ The prisoner was convicted, 
and was sentenced to three years’ penal servitude. At the same sessions 
the defendant was indicted and tried on a charge of larceny relating to the 
same goods which formed the subject of some of the later counts in the 
indictment for obtaining goods by false pretences ; he was convicted, and 
sentenced to a term of imprisonment to run concurrently with the previous 
sentence of penal servitude. The questions were whether the evidence of 


Shackleton above referred to was tly received, and whether the defen- 
dant couid be convicted of larceny in the manner stated. 
No counsel appeared. 


Hawkins, J., came to the conclusion in the first case that the evidence 
was admissible. Ina charge of false pretences it was necessary to shew 
(1) that the pretence was made ; (2) that the person to whom it was made 
believed it to be true; (3) that the goods were obtained by means of the 
pretence. When the question to be proved was whether the pe 0 
whom the me mate believed e 
than 










sive. That 


admissible, D : 

answered the first question left to the court. The prisoner must therefore 
undergo his sentences. As to the second question, he held that the trial 
for larceny ought not to have taken place at all. It was all prin- 


ciples of criminal law that a man.should be twice put in for the 
same offence. Added to that the goods which were obtained by him by 
false pretences were alleged to be stolen by him. The two indictments 
were inconsistent. That part of the sentence must be quashed. Practi- 
cally it would make no difference to the defendant, because the sentences 
were concurrent and he would be undergoing his three ” penal 
servitude, but so far as it was any relief to him he had the benefit of the 
judgment of the court. 

Cavz, J., concurred. He said the evidence was not only admissible 
Ear ROSNY, and the case of Reg. v. Cooper cited for the prisoner shewed 
t. , 


GrantuamM and Lawrance, JJ., concurred. 


Wariont, J., agreed that the evidence was admissible, but for the pur- 
pose only of shewing whether the prosecutor believed the statement made, 
not as to whether the words were capable of bearing the meaning put on 


[Reported by T. R. C. Dr. . Barriater-at-Law.] 





PALMER iD ANOTHER. nape, Div. Conte 9 mer is 


Merroporis—Manacement Acrs—‘‘ New Srazer”’—Pavixve Exrxwses— 
Roan Partiatty Bont Atono—Msrrorotis Manacement Act, 1855 
(18 & 19 Vier. c. 120), s. 105—Murrzorotis Management (AmEnpéENT) 
Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 102), 8. 77. 

This was « case stated by R. O. B. Lane, Esq., one of the metropolitan 
police magistrates. The were summoned by the appellants 
to answer a claim made by the latter for a certain sum of money appor- 

appellants in respect of certain premises of w 


y, follows: The appellants ave vestry within mea’ of the Metro- 
polis Local ee gegen 8 allo Wye ag Sarg 
amending Acts. Ramaden- is a highway, a portion of which is in 


about 200 yards long, and two buildings abut on it, bat there are 
jose tf iacdl that wninhe bo ned er Weiter ee oe toe 
ts it was contended that the Battersea of Rameden-road 
was a street within the of 18 & 19 Vict. c. 120, s. 250, and that it 
had been laid out and formed the passing of the Act 25 & 26 Vict 
c. 102, and was ee tte a street” within the os of 
25 & 26 Vict. c. 102, s. 112, the appellants were therefore entitled 
to pave it when‘ they it necessary, and to revover the cost and 
expenses from the owners of the houses and lands abutting on the road. 
For the respondents it was contended that the road was not a “new 
street,’’ and that before any road could become a ‘new street’’ a sub- 
stantial portion, or at any rate one side of the road, must be occupied by 
buildings magistrate found that the Battersea portion of Rameden- 
road was not a ‘‘new street”’ in the popular sense of the term, and 
dismissed the summons on the that it was not a *‘ new street”’ 
witbin the of section 105 of 18 & 19 Vict. ©. 120, and section 77 


sections, so as 

paving it from the respondents. 
Tus Cover (Granruam and Waia 
Grantuam, J., was of opinion that the 
miesing he eee eee Stale 

reasons. Section 105 of 18 & 19 Vict. c. 120 was undoubtedly extended 
section 77 of 25 & 26 Vict. c. 102, as 

power to c gy ape Fad yh 


‘to enahlo the vestey to mecover @ propertionste part of 
HT, 


with a proportion of the costs r 
the owners of land oc! exclusively. On reading section 105 of 
the older Act it a to him that that section contemplated houses 
on one side or other of the road, therefore he thought this was not a “‘ new 
street.”’ 

Waicut, J., concurred. Section 105 contemplated a street com- 
posed, either in part or wholly, of houses, for it referred to the ‘‘ owners 
of houses forming such street.’ Section 77 of the later Act only extended 
section 105 by enabling the vestry to the owners of land unbuilt 


1 ppeal ® NSEL, ’ 
Q.C., and Earle ; Freeman, Q.C., ana Daldy. Soxtcrrons, W. W. Young ¢ 
Son ; Simpson, Palmer, § Winder. ’ 
| Reported by BE. G. Srituwaut. Barrister-at-Law. | 


FOWLE vo. FOWLE. Div. Court. 2nd Nov. 
Foop anp Daves—Apvutrsratron—Besswax—Sate or Foop axp Drvas 
Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr.:c. 63), s. 6. 

This was 4 case stated by {iiins Be oak ae county of Kent, who 
dismissed an information by , the against T. A. 
Fouls, e seapesiems Cea ene , at Marden, did 
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by himeelf, the beeswax was not a drug. Beeswax was not always used 

03.8 . elf anyone wanted beeswax to use as a drug he would not go 

toa country grocer. In this case it was not sold as a drug, and the 

a had acted quite rightly in dismissing the information. Appeal 

| eal pasg T. Mathew. Soticrtons, Warner § Turner, Ton- 
ee [Reported by E. G. Stituwewt, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ae REG. ». MAYOR, &c., OF HASTINGS. 6th Nov. 


Locan Governuent—Szwer—Lianiity or Corporation to Repai— 
Pusurc Heattu Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vier. c. 55), ss. 15, 41—Pvsric 
Heattn’ Acts Amenpment Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 59), 8. 19 


In this case « rule nisi had been obtained for a mandamus calling upon 
the Corporation of Hastings to repair and maintain a certain drain or 
sewer. The question raiced was whether the corporation or the owner of 
the houses connected with the drain or sewer was liable. The facts 
stated were as fullows. The appellant was the owner of twenty-nine 


in Athelstone-road, Hastings. These houses were built by and 
the, property of W. Rogers, and were passed by the authority as 
for buman habitation. Each houre drained into a drain at the 


the row, running at one end into the common sewer in the afore- 
The houses subsequently became the property of W. B. 

the appellant. Certain wells at the rear of these houses became 
owing to defects in the said drain. The appellant contended that 
drain was a public eewer, and that the urban authority ought to keep 
repair, and sought to compel them to do so by mandamus. Section 
of the Hastings Improvement Act, 1885, provides that ‘‘In cases 
two or more houses are connected with a single private drain, 
conveys their drainage into a public sewer, the corporation eball 
all the: ers conferred by rection 41 of the Public Health Act, 
(38 & 39 Vict. c. 55).’’ That section provides that ‘‘on the written 
application. of any person to a iocsl authority stating that any drain 
+ « ‘» is nuisance or injurious to health, . . . the local authority 
may, by writing, empower thelr sirveyor or inspector of nuirauces . . . 
te enter such premicres . . . and cauee the ground to be opened and 
examine such drain .. Af the drain : on examination 
appears to be in bad condition, or to require alteration or amendment, the 
lecal.authority shall forthwith cause notice in writing to be given to the 
owner or occupier of the premises requiring him . . . to do the 
necerrary works ”” Section 19 (i) of the Public Health Acts Amend- 
ment 
houses 


I 


stir 


BH 


1890.(53 & 54 Vict. c. 59), provides that ‘‘ where two or more 
serene ——— ye mer with a public sewer 
a private drain, an application may be m under section 41 of 
z Foor Health Act, 1875 and sub-section 3 says that ‘for the pur- 
of this section the expression ‘drain’ includes a drain used for the 
ae of more than one building.” In shewing cause against the rule 
it Was contended that Hil! v. Hare (43 W. R 651; 1895, 1 Q. B. 96) and 
Self v.. Hove Commissioners (43 W. R. 300; 1895, 1Q. B. 685) were con- 
. Bradford v. Mayor, $c., of Bastbourne (1896, 2 Q. B. 205) 
Hilt v. Hare and followed Seif v. Hove Commissioners. 
Tue Court (Grantuam and Wricurt, JJ.) were of opinion that a mandumus 
murt go. 
room an RS J,—The cases cited did not apply to this case. Section 41 
was not intended to apply toa case like this. The corporation could not 
refuse to do what was necessary to be done to the sewer. 
Wruiout, J —The corporation were bound under a general liability to 
sewers by rection 15 of the Public Health Act of 1875. That 
was not altered by the Act of 1890; section 19 of that Act only 
made the provisions as to drains in section 41 of the older Act applicable 
to such sewers as existed in this case, so that on a nuisance being 
com of, the authorities might enter upon the premises and remedy 
that was wrong, and charge the owner with the expenses. The 
Bradford case did not mean to say that these sections take away any of 
the liability of the local authority. The mandamus would go, but 
he t the proper remedy was to apply to the Local Government 
Boasd under section 15 of the Public Health Act of 1875 in a case where 
corporation neglected their duty. Rule absolute.—CounseL, Bosanquet, 
ao. and Bozail; Macmorran, Q.0O. and S. G. Lushington. Soxicnors, 
Lydall $ Sons, for B. Meadows, Town Clerk, Hastings ; €. H. W. Osborn, 
tor Young, Son, ¢ Coles, Hastings. 
’ [Reported by E. G. Stittwett, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re BETTS, Ex parte BETTS, C. A. Nol. 6th Nov. 
Banxatrtcy—Receivinc Oxrper—No Assets—Dertror an Unviscuarcep 


BawxgvrtT—Banxevrrcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 5; 8. 7, sun- 
SECTION 3. 
‘This was an appeal against a receiving order made by Mr. Registrar 
A Seeckraptey petition was presented against the debtor, the 
ptcy relied upon being non-compliance with a bankruptcy 
pect of a judgment debt recovered in May, 1893. It appeared 
a of settlement in 1882 certain property was conveyed to 
upon trust to pay the annual income thereof to the debtor for 
there ~~ 4 a proviso for forfeiture in the event of the debtor’s 
ey witb power tothe trustees in such an event, in their discre- 
to make him an allowance in respect thereof. In May, 1892, the 
, Was .adjudicated bankrupt,.and had not obtained his dis- 
and. the present petitioning creditor had ved in 
in respect of another debt. The d made 



















an affidavit that be had no assets. Upon the 


Murrieta, 3 Manson Bank. Rep. 35; Re Leonard, Ex parte Leonard (44 
W. R. 438; 1896, 1 Q. B..473); Re Heequard, Ex parte Hecqguard (38 W. R, 
148, 24 Q. B. D. 71). 

Tue Covat (Lord Esxer, M.R., Lorzs and Ricsx, L.JJ.) allowed the 


a , 

‘ Esuer, M.R., said that the law upon the matter seemed to him to 
be clear. The debtor made an affidavit that it would be useless to make 
him bankrupt because he had. no assets and no prospect of having any 
assets. His affidavit to that effect, if taken by itself, was not enough. If 
that were all, the court would not be in a position to accept the affidavit, 
because it might turn out to be incorrect, and the court would make a 


receiving order. But if the court, from all the circumstances of the . 
was convinced that ther® were no and no reasonable probability of 
Detrp any asects, and if 


their it were convined tiEt ftwo-uid ben 
Taste of CON to Saks a lastising. order, tbe. court won justified, in 
the @xercise of its discretion, in ré -—“Was the court 


jus FO in this case? Four years ago the debtor was 
adjudicated bankrupt. Certain income had, prior to that, been settled 
upon him on the terms that, if he became bankrupt, his right to that 
income would be lost. It was true that the trustees of the settlement 
might, in their discretion, make him an allowance. But that would not 
be an asset in the bankruptcy, as they might withdraw it at any moment. 
That bankruptcy was still standing. The present petitioning creditor 
was a creditor in that bankruptcy in respect of another debt. If the 
creditor thought there was any asset to obtained, he would put the 
trustee in that bankruptcy in motion to get hold of that asset. He did 
not do that. Why aia he propose to make the debtor a bankrupt now? 
It was made clear to his lordship’s mind that the petitioning creditor knew 
that there were no assets and no probability of any assets. It was said 
that there was a possibility of assets. But there being no probability of 
any assets, the court would reject such a mere possibility. The court 
could not act upon such a respon F There was no possibility in the 
business sense of any asset which wonld pay off the previous bankruptcy 
and be available in a second bankruptcy. ‘To make a receiving order 
would be a mere waste of money, and in the exercise of their discretion 
they must decline to do so. 

Lorgs and Ricry, L.JJ., concurred, adding that the present case 
depended upon its icular facts, and could not be a precedent in any 
other case except where the facts were similar.—Counsget, S. G. Lushing- 
ton ; Muir Mackenzie. Souscrrons, J. Laidman ; Hicks, Arnold, § Mozley. 

{Reported by W. F. Baxsy, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
SOLICITORS ORDERED TU BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS, 


11 Nov.—Geratp Exiison Coiierre. 
J1 Nov.—Hexzert Epwarp Locxuart (Hitchin, Herts). 








LAW. SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors was held at the 
Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, November 11th, 
Mr. Richard Pennington, J.P., in the chair; the other directors present 
being Mesers. W. Beriah Brook, H. Morten Cotton, Grantham Rk. Dodd, 
William Geare, Samuel Harris (Leicester), Jobn H. Kays, R. W. 
Merriman (Marlborough), F. Rowley Parker, Henry Roscoe. Sidney Smith, 
Frank W. Stone (Tunbridge Wells), R. W. Tweedie, E. W. Williamson, 
Frederic T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £580 was 
distributed in graats of relief, seventeen new members were admitted to 
the association, and other general business transacted. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Monday, 9th November.—Mr. C. W. Williams in the chair. Messrs. 
H. G. Mead, W. V. H. C. Hamilton, R. Noble, G. Hughes, and 
W. M. C. Burnett were elected members of the society. Dr. C. Herbert 
Smith opened a debate on the motion ‘‘That the policy of England should 
be directed towards inducing the Powers of Europe to depose the Sultan 
and become jointly responsible for the government of his Empire.”” Mr. 
A. H. Richardson opposed; and the debate was continued by Messrs 8. E. 
Hubbard, P. H. Edwards, G. Hughes, R. C. Nesbitt, N. Tebbutt, and C. 
Kains-Jackson. The division which followed was indecisive, the votes 
on each side being equal. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 
Prevoonary EXxaMINnAtion. 
The Sieving Saree (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 


successful é Preliminary Examination held on the 14th and 15th 
October, 1896 

Adkins, Henry Francis Baily, John Arthur Stephen 

Bailey, Frederick William _,) Bartlett, Robert Hamilton 


Nov. 14, 1896. ~ 
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the receiving order the following authorities were referred to: Re 








ERPS PE || _ 


Fegee 








case 
1 any 
h tinge 
'y. 


t the 
11th, 
escnt 
Jodd, 


mith, 
mson, 
) was 
ed to 


psers. 
, and 
bert 
hould 
ultan 

Mr. 


nd C. 
votes 


were 
| 15th 








_Nov. 14, 1896. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





_([Vol. 4t.) 5 








Beard, Mountjoy Kyle, Robert Wood 

, Godfrey Leonard Lamb, Robert 
Bentley, Walter Smith Leigh, Henry Richmond 
Bird, Henry Soden Lockey, Robert 


MacLeod, Roderick 
Maddison, William Granville 
Marshall, Charles Bennett 
oO’ Flynn, Patrick Horace George 
Parker, Wilkinson 
Partington, Adam 
Pemberton, Ree Taylor 
Pitt, William Alf 

Player, Harold pemaley 
Power, Thomas Costello 
Preston, George Matthias 
Pullen, Alfred George 
Quayle, Arthur 

Ram, Ernest Arthur 

Read, James Frederick 
Rendell, Harry Symons 
Robertson, Norman Cairns 
Robinson, Frederick Saville 
Robinson, Norman 

Rogers, Clement 

Rouney, Valentine Gabriel 
Sanders, William Henry 
Schofield, James 


Bishop, Jobn Walton 

Bishop, William Herbert 
Bois, Charles Gordon 

Bond, Frederick Morten 
Breach, Robert 

Burmester, Hubert Laurence 
Cardew, Cornelius Seton 
Cave, Stephen Aylwin 
Clarkson, Charles 

Coleman. Edward James 
Collard, Douglas Argles 
Coombs, William Mainwaring 
Crafter, Herbert George Edward 
Darlington, Henry Clayton 
Davies, Origen 

Dawes, Bertram Jerman 
Dewynter, Louis John 
Dowse, Kenrick Alexander 
Easterbrook, Samuel Herbert 
Edge, Frank Travers 
Eustace, Frederick 

Evans, Roger 

Fisher, Edward Lindesay 


Fisher, Frank Holcroft Scott, Frank 
Gaskell, Frank Hill Steele, Hugh Rutherford Clunny 
Gilchrist, Alexander Fitzmaurice Biden 


Gjemre, William Ingram Spearman Sturton, Thomas Walter 
Goddard, John Theodore Taylor, Howard 

Goody, Herbert Cady Taylor, Sancroft Grimwood 
Gotelee, Harry Scotchmer Thompson, Edmund Cuthbert 


Gravely, Charles Ewart Twist, George Herbert 
Grover, Henry Montague Gwynne U ton, Gerald 
Hatton, Frederick all, Walter 


Heddon, Christopher [Beary Warman, William Frederic Buck- 
Hibbit, Arthur Wenham land 

Hicks, Charles Hubert Warne, Frank George 

Hinman, George Ernest Warton, Robert Innys Baker 
Hollingworth, Dennis Watson, George Herbert 

Hope, Herbert Ashworth Watts, William Jobn Vicary 
Jackson, Lancelot Archer Weldon, Thomas William 

James, James Rowland Wolter, Percy Edwin 

Jessop, George Woodgate, Albert Ernest 

Kay, William Wright, Geoffrey Herbert 





COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION, 


The awards upon the Pass Examination held at Gray’s-inn on October 
13, 14, and 15, are as follows :— 


Pass CERTIFICATES. 


LincoLn’s-1nn.—Arthur M. Champernowne, Raghoba Mahadewa Doye, 
Sampatrao Kashirao Gaikwad, John W. P. Gibson, Hardeoram Neanabuai 
Haridas, Champat Ran Jain, the Hon. Sidney C. Peel, Gobind Ram, 
Edgar H. Simpson, and George H. Stuart. 

Innex TempLte.— Lucas D’Oyly Carte, Edward W. Cave, George Alfred 
M. Cheeke, William F. Cornewall, Jan H. H. de Waal, Montague R 
Emanuel, Staff ord B. Faulkner, Allan M. Galer, Charles E Goetz, Harold 
E. Harrison, Robert 8. V. O’Brien, John ‘E. Otto, Charlies M. Pitman, 
Joon P. Radcliffe, Haythorne Reed, Alexander A. Roche, Walter Rogere, 
Walter L. Seligman, and William O Travis. 

Mippte Tempie.— William J. Abel, George A. Blair, Albert W. C. E. 
Ganz, Harry T. Gillies, Reginald H. Goodman, James P. Hughes, Azeezur 
Rabman Khan, George F. Langford, James D. Millar, Charles E. Odgers, 
Percy Raby, Dhirojlal Panachand Shroff, and Arthur Sims. 

Gnay’s-1nn.—Jobn R. ©. Hall, Charles W. Hayward, Frederick Hinde, 
John W. Jones, Robert W. Lee, James G. Leslie, Robert Swaby, and 

Montagu White. 

The number examined was 108, and of these fifty passed. Of the candi- 
dates who failed, ten were postponed till the Easter Examination, 1897, 
und two until the Trinity Examination, 1897. 

The following passed in Constitutional Law and Legal History only :— 

Lincotn’s-1nx.—Syed Mohammad Amir, Adams R. W. Atkius, Arthur 
T. Beck, Alnod J. Boger, Diwan Mortha Das, Nerayan Dass, William 

Dixon, "Thomas M. French, Krnest Greenwood, Pandit Bishan lal 
Kaul, Beni Parshad Khosla, Alfred Loosemore, Alexander Manson, Dudley 
F. Nevill, Syed Mohamed Shere, William R. Southeard, Edward W. 
Sutton, and Thomas Williams. 

Inner Tempie.—James Bradbury, Ptrcy B. Brooks, Walter J. Burt, 
Charles E. A. Castellain, Charoon, Arthur J. Davis, Robert Ellis, Syed 
Hasan, Karl Wilhelm Thalman Biccord Juta, John Cecil Lancaster, 
Lascelles A. Lucas, George Morley, Frank H. Newnes, Thomas W. B. 
O'Neal, William B. Pike, Herbert I. Pilcher, Percy Shearman-Turner, 
Joseph L. 8. Smith, George R. Toller, and Pelham F Warner. 

Minor Tempcz.—Thomas R Retell, Jobn 8, Black, George F. W. I 
Dillon, Francis Y. Eccles, Randolph A. Glen, John E. Hilditeb, Arthur 
L. Ingpen, Samuel k. Nightingale, Harold 8. Stowe, Alfred Taffs, and 
William Thompson. 

Gaay’s-tnn.—Thomas D. Maxwell. 

Of 69 examined 50 passed. Of the candidates who failed two were post- 





poned till the Easter Examination, 189 
hy peer dg ep on Law snd Constitutions! Law and Lega 


tory : 

Lrycoin’s-1nw.—Tribhovandos Manekchand Doshi, Abdul Karim ‘Sina, 
Prem Lai Seth, and Theam Tew Wee. 

Ixnen Tarie.—Horace A. Duncan, Arthur G. Frazer, Bertram Hi 
any Owen ee Lewis, Wallingford Mendelson, Fred ny, 

wen Seaman, and Herbert M. Warne 

"eee Tzmpiy.—Thomas Holland « and Arthur a 

Of 23 examined 14 

The following passed in Roman Law :— 

Lrxcotn’s-nvn.—Arthur P. Braybrooke, Tat T: ue, See. wes im T. G. 
\ Lewis, Behari Lal Merh, Ernest F. E, Ulivier, Boaibabhai 
| Patel, Jeshingbhi Bhaibabhi Patel, Richard yen eo aud Mohanlal 


Jivanlal Vai 
Ixwek Taete.—Jobn H. Barroa, John R. ryce, Halford G. Burdett, 
J. H. Irish, aoe, J. Jacobs, 


William E. Hirst, Arthur C. Hue, Harold 
Sohn H. Layton, Charles B. blatin, tobert 
Mochler-Ferryman, Wilfrid G , and William T’. ; 

Mrovtz Tempte.—Gerald A. Arbuthnot, Mirza Mf Zooleadar 
Beg, Nai Theb Bhanuwongse, Campbell Burn, Edward 
M. Coward, Thomas B. Curran, O. Décugis, Caritou, airy 
William G. Hannah, Vincent_D. Knowles, Samuel 8, Mossop, Cecil 
Phillip, Philip N. Richardson, Baliol E. Scott, Scott, and Deep Narayan am 

Guat’s-Ixn.—Edward J. 8. Athawes, Alexander M. Cowan, 
Robertron, and Bachan Singh. 

Uf 47 examined 42 passed. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 

Law Srcpents’ Denatinc Socrery.—November 3 —Ohairman, Mr:.C, 
Herbert Smith. Tae subject for debate was, ‘‘ That the case of "Patterson 
v. Gas Light and Coke Co. pret eee 2 Uh. 476) was wrongly decided.” 
J. 8. Wiikinson o me in the affirmative, Mr. Mellias seconded 
the affirmative ; Haseldine Jones opened rare the ve, Me. Cawley 
seconded in the negative. The following .memibers ‘spoke: Mesers. 
Arthur E. Clarke, Horace Miller. Mr. Seager Berry replied. The motion 
was lost by nine votes. 

November 10.—Chairman, Mr. Neville Tebbutt. The subject for debate 
was: ‘That women ought now to be admitted to equal political rignts 
with men.’’ Mr. WK. A. Bell opened in the affirmative, and Mr. J 
Crawford opened in the negative. Tne following members’ also spoke : 
Messrs. Seager Berry, Augustus Anderson, A. vo BF, aw Archibald 
Hair, R. H. Armstrong, O. J. 8. Satctiell, H..G 
E. A. Alexander, and arthur E. Ularke. 7 eytorr motion aioe 4% 

Legps Law Stupents’ Socrery —November 2.—Mr.- J.) A. 
barrister, in the chair.—The subject for debate was a# follows: ‘* Was the 
case of South Staffordshire Waterworks Co. v. Sharman rightly decided'?’’ 
This was a case in which the defendant, a labourer employed to clean ont 
a pool, the property of the plaintiff-, found in the ary two gold 
An action beiug brought by the plaintiffs for —— ——— 

The county court judge gave # verdict in fa’ ; 
plaintiffs appealed, and the Divisional Court held that they 
were entitled. It was this decision which formed the’ 
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sion Mr. A. E. Masser led in the affirmative, and Mr. W.’ Bowling fur 
the negative. After an animated discussion, in which all the members 
present took part, the chairman summed up, and a vote being taken there 
was a majority of two for the affirmative. 

November 9.—Mr. A. E. Evans, solicitor, in the chair. Mr. 8. 
Peckover, solicitor, delivered an interesting wad insteuctive ou 
Tne Law relating to’ Deeds of Arrangement,” dealing very with 
the various phases of compositions between debtors and per cance Sar 
comparing that method witn the pre-eat es a 
conclusion of the lecture Mr. me ver was heartily thanked ae 
motion of Mr. Evans, seconded by Mr. Jackson. 

Brawrxouam Law Stupents’ Society —The annual mock trial. of this 


society was teld on the 30th ult. before a large 
Pear-on, barrister-at-law, officiated as judge, Mr. H Willison 
associate. ‘I'he couns:| for the plainuff seh = F.O. 
Levatt, instructed by Messrs. F. W. Green 8. 
the defendant, Mesers. E. L. Hirsch and H. a. d Egvile, 
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Messrs. J. A. Lacy and H. F. Sharp. The action was by 
Trilby Treddler (Mr. H. F. Winterbotham), a 
on-the-Tire, in the county of Vunslop, to recover £5,000 
by the negligent driving of Sir Horsiess Tandem (Mr. E. N baronet, 
of the same place. The facts were shortly, that whilet the was 
riding a bicycle ina public highway called a was run 
into by the defendant, who was drivivog an sauto- seriously 
injured, in consequence of which the aeged | she had 
nse heavy expenses for = —e per- 
manent injuries to the heart, being ye = leugth of 
time from following ber profession as a no Mach | mm was 
by the examination of the witnesses, who were Messrs. 8. Cc, 
Blewitt, C. B. Marston, 8. Vernon, and H. Eaden, for tné H 
and Messrs. W. Somers, C. H. Smith, F. Minton, and. 0. d, for 
defendant. judge having wittily summed up, the jary a 
verdict for the I pheealle aaa £4,999 19a, 113d. * 
WaArntxo To rntenptno Hovsr Penpeniedi AND bor ache ys - 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Pa 
Examined by an Ex; from The Sanitary Oo. (Certer 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fes for &# 2 r 


| country by arrangement. (Hetablished 1875.)—{Avvr.] “ 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Another of our cld city solicitors has just passed away in the person of Mr. 
Tomas Younc (senior partner in the firm of Young & Sons, of 29, Mark- 
lane, E.C.), in the eighty-second year of his age, and in the full ion of 
his intellectual faculties. At the time of his death he had nearly completed 
sixty years’ active service in his profession. Mr. Young was articled to his 
father, Mr. Thomas Young, also of 29, Mark-lane, in the year 1829, and was 
admitted in Hilary Term, 1837. He joined his father in a partnership which 
lasted till the death of the latter in 1852. Fourteen years later, his eldest 
son, Mr. Thomas Pallister Young, LL.B., joined the firm, and subsequently 
his soos, Mr. Arthur Young, LL.D. (who died in 1872), Mr. Walter Young, 
LL.B., and Mr. Howard Young, LL.B, became partners, and quite recently 
his grandson, Mr. Arthur Tayler Young, LL.B., was admitted to the firm, 
thus continuing an unbroken chain in the firm for upwards of ninety years. 
The late Mr. Thomas Young was the first secretary of the Legal Education 
Society, which originally met in Lyons Inn, and from it sprang the still 
flourishirg Law Students’ Debating Society. Among other successful 
en‘erprizes, Mr. Thomas Young was largely instrumental in the founding and 
development of Clacton-on-Sea—a field in 1874, and now a flourishing 
seaside resort visited by tens of thousands.- Five years ago Mr, Thomas 
Young celebrated his golden wedding with his honoured and much-loved wife 
—a daughter of Mr. Thomas Pallister, three times mayor of Gravesend. That 
lady survives him, together with one daughter (married to Mr. Percy Clarke, 
LL.B., of the firm of Ellis Munday & Clarke) and six sons and numerous 
grandchildren. All who knew Mr. Thomas Young unite in testifying to his 
Jarge-heartedness, his capacity, integrity, and single-minded devotion to the 
interests of his clients and his family. 


APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr, A. V. W. Lucie Surrn, president of the District Court of Nicosia, 
Cyprus, has been appointed to a Resident Magistracy in Jamaica. 

Mr. Joszrx Watton, Q.C., bas*been elected a Bencher of the Honour- 
= Society of Lincoln’s-inn, in succession to the late Sir Robert Stuart, 
Q.C. 

Mr. Atrrep Hopkinson, Q.C., M.P., has been elected a Bencher of the 
Yea Society of Lincoln's-inn, in succession to the late Mr. Bevir, 


Mr. H. Dans, solicitor, of the firm of H. Dade & Co., of 21, Copthall- 
avenue, London-wall, London, has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Dade was admitted in April, 1890. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vttioxs. 


Jamuzs Oswatp Davipson and Hexpen Barxer, solicitors, South Shields, 
Jarrow-on-Tyne, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, and Hebburn-on- Tyne (Davidson 
& Barker.) Aug. 25. [ Gazette, Nov. 6. 

Rongrt Scare and Epwarp Txomas Davin, solicitors, Bridgend and 
Maesteg (Scale & David). Oct. 31. The said Robert Scale and Edward 
Thomas David will in future carry on business separately. 

[ Gazette, Nov. 10. 





GENERAL. 


The accounts of the progress of Lord Justice Kay, up to Wednesday, were 
favourable. 

Mr. Darling, Q.C., M.P., has been appointed a Royal Commiesiorer of 
Assize,'to go on the Oxford Circuit, in place of the Lord Chief Justice, who 
has returned to town to preside in Appexal Court No. II. 


The Irish Solicitors’ Apprentices Debating Society held a very succ ssful 
inaugural stag | on the 3rd inst. in the Large Hall of the Solicitors’ 
Buildings, Four Courts. There was a very large attendance, the audience 
including @ considerable number of ladies, Mr. Wm, Fry, jun., J.P., 
president of the Irish Incorporated Law Society, presided. 


The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council sat on Thursday for the first 
time since the Long Vacation. Their list of causes includes thirteen appeals 
for hearing—viz., from Canada two, Bengal four, the North-West Provinces ot 
India three, and from the Straits Settlements, Ontario, Victoria, and the 
Gold Coast Colony one each. There are also five judgments to be delivered 
in cases heard before the Long Vacation. 


There will mere be an election by the Council of Legal Education of an 
ass‘stant reader in Roman Jaw and jurisprudence and international law, and 
also of a member of the General Board of Examiners. The council wiil be 
glad to receive, on or before Saturday, November 21, at the office of the 
council, Lincoln’s-inn Hall, the names of any gentlemen who are desirous of 
being appointed, together with any testimonials they may wish to submit to 
the council. 

No more striking proof,” says the Westminster Gazette, ‘‘ of the decline 
of the mining industry in Cornwall is required than the approaching abolition 
of the Stannaries Court at Truro owing to the absence of cases to be tried. 
All future mining litigation will be dealt with in the local county court by 


speeches. They were in the habit of hearing brilliant speeches all day | 

y sammy the Attorney-General, from the Solicitor-General, and from Sir Elwand 
Clarke, and they were heartily tired of them all. Nothing pleased her 
Majesty's judges less than listening to hes. They certainly did not go 
there to meet the County Council. There was one thing which always 
delighted her ae se judges, and that was the gallery exactly opp site 
containing embryo lady mayoresses. It sent a thrill through the hearts of 
young men like some of the judges he saw around him, and it made a slight 
flutter in the hearts of worn-out judges like Lord Justice Lopes and himself. 


At the Taunton Assizes last week (says the 7'imzs), the grand jury, on 
being discharged, made a presentment to Mr. Justice Wills, stating that in 
view of the numcrous charges of criminal assault on female children in the 
present calendar, they considered that the addition of whipping with the cat 
to the existing punishments, which had such a salutary effect in checking 

rotting, would probably tend to the diminution of such disgraceful crimes. 

is Lordship promised that the presentment should be forwarded to the 
Home Secretary, though he could not honestly say that he should endorse it. 
From his experience of trying these cases the difficulty in arriving at the 
truth was so great and the possibility of error so serious that he thought a 
punishment so irrevocable as flogging should not be added to the existing 
punishment. Ifa wrong conviction were to take place and the prisoner were 
flogged such a temyest of indignation would arise that it might possibly 
sweep away the law at present in force, and would tend to increase the diffi- 
culty of obtaining convictions in such cases. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reoisrrars 1s ATTENDANCE ON 














Date Aprzat Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Monday, Nov.....ss0s-sss00+e 16 Mr, Farmer Mr. Ward Mr. Beal 
, en eee 17 Rolt Pem' Pugh 
Ward peeh 
Ward Beal 
Pemberton Pugh 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kexewion. Romer. 
Me. Jackson 
Clowes Lavie 
Jackson 
Clowes Lavie 
Jackson Carri: 
Clowes Lavie 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Micuaztmas Srrtines, 1896. 
Crown Parser. 

For t. 

(Continued 
London Melzer v Weyers & ors 
Evesham Copev Landels 
Southampton Franklinv Jones county court deft’s app 
Lancashire Slater v Guardians, &c, of Blackburn Union magistrate’s 


case 

Derbyshire Roberts v — a of Clowne quarter sessiuns 
special case appellant’s ap; ra 

Yorkshire, W. R. The Queen v Farsley Urban District Council (expte 
Busfield) nisi for mandamus to approve plans 

Hampshire, Southampton Ashmall v Beaton Oounty Court applicant’s 


a 

Sippchion, Ringwood Etherington v Lister-Kay and ors county court 
plaintiff’s appeal 

Middlesex, Clerkenwell Young v Vestry of St. Mary, Islington county 
court plaintiff's appeal 

Sussex, Brighton Nutley & anr ( &c.) v Wells & Co&anr county 
court defendant J.C Wells’ a) 

Staffordshire, Tunstall Cowen v Downes (Hayes clmt) county court 
claimant’s appeal 

Cheshire, Chester Yearsley v Wood & Son county court plaintiff's 


ai = 
Mid esex, Bow Middleton v Wright & Sons county court defendant's 


appeal 
Same Durtnall v Same county court defendant's appeal 
Middlesex, Shoreditch Bayliss v Brett county court defendant’s appeal 
Ipswich Robinson v Lowe magistrate’s case 
Met. Pol. Dist. Vestry of St. Mary, Battersea v Simpson & ors mgis- 
trate’s case 
Same Same v Metchin magistrate’s case 
Surrey, Croydon Dye v Martin county court plaintiff's appeal 
Middlesex, Bloomsbury Ganthron v Richter & aur (Met. Credit Co. clmts) 
county court claimant’s appeal 


er ame Ellis v Bower magistrate’s case 

, Clerkenwell Jay & aurwvJahncke county court deft’s app 

Surrey, Wandsworth Jordanv Turner county court deft’s app 

i, ee ee nisi for mandamus to tax costs 
arbitra 


page 17.) 
county court pltf’s app 
"8 case 








J Granger. Owing to thecontinued depression there are a large number 
of rs in the county out of work.” 


In his speech at the Mansion House banquet, the Master of the Rolls 


Cent Crim Court The Queen v Hess nisi for certiorari for indictment at 
instance of deft eS eT ee 


assured the company that the Judges did not go there to hear brilliant { -for 


VolbehsfefPebetet) 2 


Surrey The Queen v Overseers of Parish of Barnes (expte Ratcliff) nisi y/ 
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Kent The Queen v Spicer & ors Nisi for certiorari for indictment at 
instance of defts ake 

Middlesex, Marylebone Bright v Tickner & anr county court defts’ 
Glamorganshire Hill v Jones quarter sessions specialcase appellant’s 


Glancestershire, Bristol Dowse v James county court plt’s app 
Sussex The Queen vy Mayor, &c, of Hastings (expte Young) nisi for 
mandamus to maintain sewer 
Cent Crim Court The Queen v Evershed & anr nisi for o certiorari for 
indictment at instance of deft Evershed PS Berm e 
Lancashire, Burnley National Telephone Co v Winter county court 
ts’ app 
dlesex, Clerkenwell Driscoll v Joseph county court plts app 
Surrey The Queen v Tredcroft & anr, Jj ui: &c, and Woking District | 
Council (ex pte London Necropolis Co) Nisei to Jj to certify roads 
Essex London & North Western Ky Co v Commrs of Beaedt ef the | 
Fobbing Levels quarter sessions 12 & 13 Vict.c 45, s 11 | 
London The Queen v Rev J S Sinclair & anr, Jj, &c, and Gigantic Wheel | 
&c, Co (ex pte Overseers of Fulham) nisi for distress warrant 
county court 





deft’s app 
Surrey, Guildford & Godalming Cobbett & ors v Smith county court 
deft’s ap 
Dovenshion’’ Tiverton Austin v Bowerman county court deft’s app 
Derbyshire, Derby Kay v Cordin & anr county court pit’s opp 
Essex, Southend Southwell v Larchin’ county court plt’s ap 
Middlesex, Whitechapel Debout v General Steam Navigation So county | 
court deft’s a 
Gateshead Hepp Hf v Brumby magistrate’s case | 
Surrey, Southwark Foster v Adams county court deft’s app 
Hampshire, Portsmouth Brown & anrv King. county court plt’s app 
ire, Windsor Parsons vGold countycourt deft’s app | 
Glamorganshire, Swansea Thomas v. Hodgens county court dfts a 
Suffolk, Beccles & Bungay Rose v. Thackeray { ors county court plts | 


ap 
Fe al Joseph v. Bell & aur county court plts app 

Blackburn Hindle & anr v. Birtwistle quarter sessions 

respondent’s app (Conviction—Factory Acts) 
Shropshire, Whitchurch Dodd v. Churton county court dfts app 
Middlesex, Edmonton Peel & Son v. Twitchin county court dfts app 
Sheffield. Thorpe v. Anthony &anr magistrate’s case 
Same Fulller v. Jackson magistrate’s case | 
—" Blackburn Downing v. Appleby & Sons county court dfts | 


special case | 


editan Burnley Edmondson v. Harrison county court plts app | 

Glamo rgaushire, Swansea Vivian v. Dalton county court dfts app 

Oxfordshire, Chipping Norton Batt v. Cowan county court pits app | 

Same Oowan v. Habgood & anr county court dfts app 

Middlesex, Bow Pigneau & Son v. Clarke (Bone & anr, clmts) county | 
court plts a 

Somersetshire, Wellington Dimond v Davey county court plt’s app 

Lancashire Thomson v Burns trate’s caze 

Same Same v Hartley magistrate’s case 

Cardiganshire, Lampeter Hughes v Lewis & anr county court defts’ 


app 
Kent, Ramsgate Hood v Woodhall countycourt deft's app 
Met Pol Dist Umfreville v London County Council magistrate’s case 
Glamorganshire Jones v Thomas magistrate’s care 
Lancashire Mayor, &c, of Southport v Birkdale Urban District Council 
magistrute’s case 
London The Queen v Vestry of Bromley, St Leonard (expte Sheffield) 


nisi for mandamus to pay pension 
Same Dennis (admx, &c) ¥ Forbes & ors county court plt’s app 
Same Hamlyn & Cov Steele county court plts’ app 
London Conservators of River Thames v City of London Union & anr 
quarter sessions special case 12 & 13 Vic, c 45 
Iancashire Osborn v Wood Bros "3 case 
Gloucestershire, Cheltenham Goodlock v Cousins county court deft's 
app 
Revenvug Papen. 
For Hearing. 


Causes by English Information. 
Attorney-Gen v The Verderers of the New Forest and ors part heard 
Attorney-Gen v Newcomen (since dec) and ors part heard 
Attorney-Gen v Earl of Carlisle & ors 

Special Case. 

Re The Mayor, &c, of Borough of Nottingham 

Case stated as to wee Duty. 
Mersey Docks & Harbour Board (applts), and the Commrs of Inland 

Revenue, respts 


Guass Tavst, ee ee 


} | Paasix Hau, Co, Laurrep 





Motions for Attachment, 10 





THE PROPERTY MART. 
& Warsow, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 
Nov. 16.— Messrs. Mowracu, on. . P. 


SOeete Coe po gy fee hy 
Solicitors, cea A nae, Se we, > D, . 
ane poor, § £4487 ims tis, occured noes the Mtecheker Mlosd, Alsergute- 
Sree. iemand fuiban Wart SDs Lalas 
Novi? Meer Drnavn si Bann os & Bateeen are 0 Re Mask, of 8 ™, 
Frechold Riverside Preasises. Solicitors, Janson, Cobb, Pearson, & Co., London. 


N or Ss OR a 
‘ov. 18.— 
; alev Freehold Dwelling-house in Clerkenwell. Solicitors, Robin- 


Seove of, 0 Trout Rand of Aci ter Sieend ators Thee yor Goat, 
Stock. Paul, & Archer, Truro; J. T. 

tee me oe in Colonial Government Stocks and Railway Debentures, 
value on death of lady 53. Solicitor, H. Stanley-Jones, London. 

To ona Motsty of £4248 lbs. 6d. Gonsols; lady aged 63 Solicitor, J Turner, 

To Trust value £300, in Jersey State Bonds; lady aged 71. Solicitor, David 


Davis, 
r fiaen of aaron Be ae reversioner, aged 24, 
To one-fifteenth of jucing £380 per annum ; lady aged 62. Solicitors, 
LIFE POLICIES: 
B POLI ne a Septet at 0 £1,000, 
a =o Solicitors, Mear & Fowler, London. 
In various Companies. Solicitor, i OA (See advertisements, this 


week, page.) 
Nov. 19.—Mesers. Fanesroruse, Exxis, Cranx, & 
Mills and Estate at Limehouse. 








WINDING UP NOTICES, 
Lenton Grete Tanat, Ber. & 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lnacrep om ee 


Leones the particulan 

~ 

Benj ty 4 18, Water Mewes 
names 

son, 13, Manchester. Bina 


Capu.et Sreamsuip 
their names 





‘ip pastianions atte 


and addresses, 

colaws todietgtiieter = 
names and Lewis 
Barfoot, Carlton chbrs, N. 

Penpvesury Instirors, Liatrep (iw Laquiparion)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Dee 18, to send their names and 

to Thomas Walton, ‘Littlewood, Wi 
chester, solors for liquidator 





~~ 
Old Jewry. at a OF 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Perrervat Juvenite Paisspiy Society, 11, Cleethorpes , Lines. Oct 21 
Perpetua Sick Bexerirt, we Mepicat Aw, axp Divipexp Society, ll, 


.usby, 
Riottrsovs Patu Faisxp.y Tocaindi: 58, Artillery ve E. Oct 21 


. 10. 

JOINT srOCK COMPANIES. 

Eensteive, Lucitep—Creditors the United Kingdom are 
rere of the United Kt ac 

John Haldane Brown, 85, Gracechurch’st. Dale & Co, 75 and 76, Cornhill, 


Baistot Susiimep ng Co, Lauirsn—Creditors are 
their names and 


2 ate sas 


i 


uired, on 
1, 1897, 
and claims, to Mr. 
solors for 





for 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOL’ 
Norts or Exauaxp Gonceaneaes Taitoaine Socisry, roe Weatgate chmbrs, Cross 


N on — ov 4 
Rarvorat Sick anD al Associatiox, amb Inn, The Walk, Haymarket, Norwich 
lov 4 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette-—Faipayr, Nov. 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Baxwisrer, Geordz, Luton, Beds, Corn Merchant Luton 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 8 
Hackney, 


Coss, Gzores, 
D Nov3 he 
weneee, | AAG, 
Miter On la, 





upon Ht 
Bares, Cuarces, Farmer High Court. Pet Oct | Ev. Wa . 
Ord Nov 3 “Pet Nov 3 Ord Nov 
Brack, Lanog.or. Sracberpagh, Grocer Scarborough Pet | Hewsrr, B 
Nov? Ord Nov cake ners lov 4 
Brapuey, K+. Castleford, Solicitor High Oourt | Hoposs, = 
Pet July2 Ord Augé Ord Aug 28 





Baowy, Soe | Ferem, a 
York York Pet Nov3 Ord 


st, Merchant High 
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Loxton, Coanues, Swansea, Boot Dealer Swansea Pet 
Nov3 Ord Nov 3 

nae. J =r =, Eaiehley, York, Greengrocer Bradford 

Nov 3 

Mircvect, Wruutas ae n, Barry, Glam Cardiff Pet 
Nov2 Ord Nov 

Puicurrs, WiitiaM, | ey Carmarthens, Timber Mer- 
chant Carmarthen Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 

Quistox, Eowarp, , cc Baker Portsmouth Pet 
Nov4 Ord Nov 

— —y Jous, Worksop Sheffield Pet Nov 4 Ord 


Reve. Hastixes Joux, Wormwood Gaeta, Victualler 
High Court Pet et Sept 11 Ord Oct 

Rowtayos, Joun Hewry 'Davis, Sones Architect 
Swansea Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 


Saaw, Gronoe Hewry, Fenton, Staffs, Plumber Stoke 
} 


upon Trent Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 

Sxpvox, Joszrn Atrrep, Bute Docks, Cardiff, Marine 
Surveyor Cardiff Pet Oct 31 Ord Ort 31 

Saraep, Davin, Luddenden, nr Halifax, Woallen Weaver 
Halifax Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Saerueapsox, Jouy, and Harry Horsraut, Oldham, 

dham Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 
Oem. Harotp C, Liverpool Liverpool Pet Oct 16 Ord 


Tearpace, Rosear, wane, Durham, Painter Durham 
Vv. had erg 8t Mary Church, De 
Axstons, Jonn Eaves, St ure vons, Gar- 
w ano — may ome he Ord Nov 3 Wa 
atrs, Joun Henry. pton Mallet, Fishmon: ls 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 - 
Wetts, Caanies, Hornsea, Yorks, Coal Merchant Kings- 
ton upon Hull Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov 2 
Wittsams, Wiitiam, Chepstow, Mon, Grocer Newport, 
Mon Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
annem Hewry Convetivs, Cardiff, Grocer Nov 17 at 11 


ARmstaone, Jouw, Kirkby hen, Westmoreland Nov 
14 at 11.30 Grosvenor Hotel, Stramongate, Kendal 
Baxter, Oot Kettering, China Merchant Nov 14 at 1 

Court Buildings, N pton 

Brack, hen ' +~— Nov 13 ati1 Off 
Ree, 74, Newborough st, Scarborough 

Bray, Antuvr, Richmond, we . Nor 17 at 11.30 24, 

way mmdon B: 

Cwamperctaty. Cuarces, West Bromwich, Baker Nov 13 
at2 County Court, West Bromwich 

Craver, Eowarp, New Malden, Surrey Nov 13 at 11.30 
24, Railway app. London Bridge 

Cons, Groner, Crayke, Yorks Mor 19 at 12.30 Off Ree, 
28, Stonegate, York 

Cownerv, Taomas Haytox, East Bank, Kendal, Corn 
Pee wl Nov 14ati1l1 Grosvenor Hotel, Stramongate, 


Dosnas, Feeprricx, Mattishall, Norfolk. Wheelwright Nov 

De liatl Bi Reo. 8, nies S3 — 
Brpex, Jonw rnley, -keeper Der 3 at 1.30 
Exchange Hotel, Nich: olas st, Burnley 

Firaxis, Wises Witx1am, Bishops Froome, Herefords, 
iw Nov 14 at 11.30 Off Ree, 45, Copenhagen 


Duiemven, meson, Ji 

aurrox, Rosert, Newport, I of W, Poulterer Nov 14 
at3 Off Rec, Newport, Iof W 

Haraison, Baran Bocaanax, Fallowfield Nov 13 at 3 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, ag 

Haseiwoop, Daxiet, Weedon Beck, ns, Far- 
oe Nov 14 at 11.30 County Court bidgs, Jom te 


Hovers, E Georor B, Magmatieet Nov 13 at 2.30 Bank- 
bldgs, Carey st 


ruptey 
ere Ausert Avrerep, Chichester,Saddler Nov 16 at 
3.30 Dolphin Hotel, Chichester 
— a sw ae nag meer te od Nov 13 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bri st, Manchester 
Praare, Rosert Rep, Blaydon on Tyne, Shipbroker Nov 


Watll Off Rec. 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 
Ramspottom, Joux, Prestwich, — Traveller Nov 
chester 


18 at 3.30 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bri 
Rea, Janes, Newcastle on Coni Seer Nor 18 at 
12 Off Rec, 30 Mosley st, Newcastle on T 
Rossee. Davip, jun, Tonna,. nr Neath Nov 1 14 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 31, Alexandra-rd, Swansea 
Rorrea, Davin, Hafod, Swansea, Hawker Nov 18 at 12 
. Alexandra 


Off Rec, rd, Swansea 

Suearp, comm Luddenden, nr —, Woollen Weaver 
Nov 14at11 Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Srauuens, Josern, Hu i Nov 6 
at ll wont nee 2 Park tow. ony 

Sreruswsoy, James, Burn Grocer 3at1 Exchan e 
Hotel, Nicholas st, Burley 

ane Tox Txorr, Gt Gri , Labourer Nov 14 at 11 


= 5, Osborne st, 6t Grimsb 

8r en ABRY, Gray’s inn pssge, Holborn, Carpenter 

Tuvpros, mg oe Scarborough Nov 18 at 12 Off Rec, 74, 
Scarborough st, Scarborough 

Vaxstosr, Joun Eaters, 8t Mary Church, Devon, Gardener 
Nov % at 11 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Wooo, Janes Henny, and Wittiam Couproy, Rushden, 


ufacturers Nov 14 at 12.15 County Court 
bldgs, Northampton ’ 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct. 23: — 
Hitt, Jaues, Southampton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Bayxs, Jonx, Strood, Kent, Licensed Victuall: h 
Pet Oct § Ord Oct 31 sespappaea<opsind 


Basxyisrer, Grorer, Ty Beds, Corn Merchant’ Luton 
Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 

Basen, Sawenes, Bearborough, Grocer Scarborough Pet 
Nov 2 Ord Nov2 

Bray, oarere, t need, Surrey Wandsworth Pet Oct 


Ord Ni 
— nate, Yorks York PetNov3 Ord Nov 





a corms \ mar Chepstow Newport, Mon Pet 
sas | Saar 7 my Carnarvon, Farmer Portmadoc 
ov 

me. Gasuew Avexayper, Sutton Coldfield, Solicitor 
Birmingham Pet Oct9 Ord Nov3 

GoopcuiLp, _ a a Pezaixc, Bonchurch, I of W 
Ne Pet Oct 3 

Hatcuweut, Atics, Ontord st High Court Pet Oct 2 
Ord Nov 3 

Hewerr, Sauvet, Pontypool, Mon Newport, Mon Pet 
Nov4 Ord Nov 4 

Ho.pvixe, Ricuarp Henry, Carmarthen, Wine Merchant 

en be a 10 Ord Oct 31 ’ 

Hotiasn, Mary. Milliner Bradford Pet 
Oct 31 Ord * oy 4 

Irvine, Weatox ms Hanley, Staffs, Tailor Hanley 
Pet Oct 5 Ord Nov 3 


| Jonzs, Tuomas, jun, South Cornelly, Glam, Licensed Vic- 


tualler Cardiff Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 
Kerrerntyenam, Jouws Hazeutwoop, Battersea, Surrey, 
Draper Wandsworth Pet Oct 2t Ord Nov3 
Lawrexce, Cuartes Lenxpox, Hereford, Commercial 
Traveller Hereford Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 3 
Loxtos, Caries, Swansea, Boot Dealer Swansea Pet 
Nov3 Ord Nov 8 
Mitier, Anruur, Keighley, Yorks Bradford Pet Nov3 
Ord Nov 3 


Puttures Wriii4m, Garnant, Carmarthen, Timber merchant 
Carmarthen Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 

Quistrox, Epwarp, Chichester, Baker Portsmouth Pet 
Nov4 Ord Nov4 

Reps. .. foam, Worksop, Confectioner’s Manager Sheffield 
Pet N Ord Nov 4 

Ritsox, helen Hastings, Bootmaker Hastings Pet 
Oct 30 Ord Nov 4 

Seppox, Josep Aurrep, Bute Docks, Sues, Marine 
Surveyor Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 3 

Suearp, Davip, Luddenden, nr Halifax, Woollen Weaver 
Halifax Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Toes Le, Ropert ne Durham, Painter Darham 

Nov2 

Vawstose, Jonn Eaves, St Mary Church, Devon, Gardener 
Exeter Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 

Watts, Joun Henry, ~7 goo Mallet, Fishmonger Wells 
Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 

Weuts, Caartes, Hornsea, Yorks, Coal Merchant King- 
ston upon Hall Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov 2 

Witurams, Wittram, Chepstow, Mon, Grocer Newport, 
Mon Pet Nov3 Ord Nov4 


London Gazette.~ Togspay, Nov. 10. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Avvex, James Wa.xpey, bh aad Licensed Victualler 
Wigan Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 
Asney, poner, Newport, I of W Newport Pet Nové 


v6 

Baker, Tneuas, Dudley, China Dealer Dudley Pet Nov 
6 Ord Nové 

Baxyer, Haray Timoray, Gt Malvern Worcester Pet 
Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 5 

Broap, Frank, = nr pean, Dairyman Rochester 
PetNov6é Ord Nov 6 

Brows, Taomas, Handsworth, Diiryman Birmingham 
Pet Nov6é Ord Nov 6 

Burier, W C, Newcastle on Tyne, Restaurant Pr prietor 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Oct27 Ord Nov 6 


Cuapwick, Davin, ayes, Furniture Broker Bolton Pet 
Nové Ord Nov 

Curisten, A, Gt Hawell st, Advertising Contractor High 
Court Pet Aug 27 Ord Nov 4 

Cirarke, James Pavey, teed Devons, Baker Ply- 
mouth Pet Nov6é Ord Nov 6 

Cooper, Grocer. JR wed bh ite, Beerhouse 
Keeper St Albans Pet Nov 5 Ord Nov 

Dacwrart, Jessiz, Crawley, Sussex Brighton Pet April 
10 Ord Nov5 

Dam Mary Eves, and Many | hes econ, GevstHorre, 

Shepshed, Leics, Boot Ma Pet 

Nové Ord Nov6é 

Favcoyer, Artuur Sissox, Laurel Villa, Hampton Hill 
Ki Surrey yet ng Nov7 

Git, Watters Janes, Goole, Yorks. ah Agent 
Wakefield Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov 6 

Hannan, Davin A, Cardiff, Draper Cardiff Pet Sept 23 
Ord Nov 4 

Heatey, Baiertey Dennam, Queen Victoria st, Civil 

ineer High Court Pet Ucti4 Ord Nov6é 

Je.iey, Hues, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov 6 

Jouwson, Samug., Pemberton, Lancs, Grocer Wigan Pet 


Nov5 Ord Novi 
Keuty, Ricaarp Henry, Hol viaduct, Diamond Mer- 
chant High Court 





born 
Pet Nov 5 ‘oa Nov 5 
Laxce, James Wine, a S 1, Russell * Commis- 
Court ov5 Ord Nov 


sion 6 
Lewis, Hewes, Wi , Baker Walsall Pet Nov3 Ord 
ov 


Livixestoxe, Joux, Leeds, Coal Agent Leeds Pet Nov 6 
Ord Nov 6 


laces 3 ny Perer, hastigoel, Devon, Farmer 
‘ov 6 
hea we Kar Bootmaker Pembroke Dock 
Nov5 
Mvuckiow, ie, - Arruur, Dudley, Grocer Dudley Pet 


Nové Ord Nov 6 

Mourtrox, Joun, St Cornwall, Mason Plymouth 
Pet Nov 6 ’ Ord Nov 6 

Newsous, Herrert, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet Nov 6 

N he ~, os , Simmondley, Glossop, Sla 

RWTON, ER’ ter Ashton 

under Lyne "Bet Nov 6 Ord Nov 6 

Nicwotssox, Epwarp, Scarborough Scarborough Pet Oct 
20 Ord Nov5 

Pearmais, WILtiam, bis =P Norfolk, Builder King’s 
Lynn Pet Nové one 

Pzarsox, Jonx, Forest Hill, Kent, Commission Agent 
High Court’ Pet Nov 7 i Kent 





Rex Grorce Sreruensoy, Brighton,[Draper 
Pet Oct 15, Ord Nove : 







Tuner, ate Hazey, Norbury, Farmer Croydon — 
Pet Ott 19 Ord Nov4 % 

WAKEFIELD, - 2, Lawrance lane, Blouse Manufacturer | 
Hi Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov 5 ae 

Waker, Jom, Birmingham, Grocer Birmingham Pet ® 
Nov4 Ord Nov6é ¥ 

Witemay, Hever Sr Joun, Sydenham, Financial Agent. \: 
High Court Pet Nov6é Ord Nové a 

Waseews —~t Angruur, Derby, Plumber Derby Pet Nov 1) 

7 

Wisr. Jouyx Tuomas, Norton, nr Stockton on Tees, Farmer 
Middlesborough Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 

Woottey, Jon, Nottingham, Fish Salesman Nottingham — 
Pet Nov6 Ord Nové 


Amended notice substituted i bm published in the 
London Gazette of Oct. 27 : 


Sear, Witttam Garr'ck, Irlam, Lancs Manchester Pet 
Oct 1 Ord Oct 22 J 


Amended notice substituted for at published in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 6: 


Brav Anh Samus. Perer, my mary at, Merchant High | 
Court Pet July 10 Ord Aug li : 


ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER. : 
James, Eowarp Bosvitur, Blomfield rd, Maida vale. Lieut.” 
Colonel High Cou:t Rec Ord Sept 18 Rese Nové 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Ayes, James Watkpen, Wigan, aS Victualler Noy ~ 
19 at 10.30 Court House, King st, 

Anparws, WILLIAM, Carmarthen, Licensed Vi mens Nov 
17 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthe: 4 

nae Harry Timorar, = Malvera Nov 19 at 11.15” 


Ree, 45 
Bannister, Georce, Luton, Bode, Corn Merchant Nov %# 3 
atit Court House, Luton 7 
Bares, CHagues, ow, Farmer Nov 17 atll Bank-— 
ru 


ldgs, Carey st 
Baraviey, Grose Castetord, Solicitor Nov 20 at 11 Bank. 
ruptcy blags, 
ee 5 Samugt Peres, er st, Merchant Nov 2” 


st 
Cuapwick, Davin, Bolton, Furniture Broker Nov 20atIl_ 
16, Wood st. Bolton p: 
CrayTox, Georeer, Skegby, Notts, Shoemaker Nov 17 at” , 
12 ‘Off Rec, St Peter’ aes Charen walle Nottingham ; 
Copestake, Cuagies Farpericx, She! 
Nov 17 at2.30 Off Rec. la, Sheffield 
Curisten, A, Gt Russell st, Bedford sq, Adverti 
tractor Nov 17 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Corresitt, James Hewey, and Gsoace Burier, Worcester 
Coal Merchants Nov 19at11.30 Off Rec, 45, Copen-— 
st, Worcester 2 
De Berenssera, Victor Craver, Haverfordwest Nov 17 — 
at3 Off 4, st, Ci ¢ 


Evans, Wiiu1am, Gloucester nom Cabowner Nov 17 at 
12 Carey 

Firres, Matrusw an, Sutton Coldfield, Solicitor & 
Nov 18 at 11 Colmore se, f Birmingham i 

Garston, JaBEz, Oldham, Whol esale Baker Nov 18 at 3” 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, os st, Oidham a 

oe Gores, Cardiff Nov iS8atil Off Rec, 29, Queea © 

Gairritas, Taomas, Wednesbury, Staffs Nov 19 at 11.30 - q 
off Walsall 


Boot a Nor 





Grooms, Faspenrick, ey en 
18 at 12.30 jldgs. Northam) 4 
Gaunpy, a orthwih,. a eaeet Nov 
20 at 10. Royal Hotel, Cre a 
Hayney, Baxomy Marylebone” ‘te 17 at 230 Bank-~ 


HatcHWwgLL, en Oxford st Nov 18at 2.30 Bankruptey™ 
Hewntey, Witt1am Gorpow, Moldeuhenk Nov 17 at Me i 


a Milliner Nov 17 at ne 
ta iheaee row, Bradford 
Houmpseey, ok. Paio Builder Nov 18 at 2 


st 
Irvine, Westow Brown, Hanley, Staffs, Tailor ots 19 at 
Off Rec, fesbaion iso under Li 
Jounson, Sauvet, Pem Grocer Nov 19 rg 10 Const : 
Jones, Hueu, 
Marin Hotel 


Anglesey, Farmer Nov 18 at” 
1a Hotel, Holyhead” 


Keuvy, Ricaarp Henry, bone viaduct, Diamond Mer- 
chant Novi8at12 Bankruptc oye oa & LE af 
Kyicat, J B, Conduit st Nov 18 at 1 


Lewis, Hewry, Walsall, Baker Nov 19 at ll Off nl 
Walsall 


Masrenrs, James, Cardiff, Builder Nov 18 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardif? " 
ee Nov 18 at 11 Off Ree, 31, ! 


Monraax, Watrer, Areley Kings, baa Licensed Victual- — 
Oxtocd s.'k at 1.45 Spencer T’ hursfield, Solicitor, 12, _ 


Hotvayp, 
Off 


Thursfield, Solicitor, Oh Oxtord at, K 


Ossorye, Jauns, Kidderminster, Isterer Nov 18 at 

Po J Birmingham Novi9at 11 23, Celmore 
wars, JAMES, ‘ov F 
row, Birmingham 
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‘e Dealer 
Croydon 
ifacturer 
am = Pet 
al Agent 
et Nov 7 
, Farmer 


tingham 
in the 


ter Pet 
| in the 


t High 


ER. 
e. Lieut. 
Nov 6 


lier Noy 
ler Nov 
at 11.15 
Nov 2 
Bank- 
ll Bank. 
Nov # 
vy 20atll 
Vov 17 at 
am 
pen grocer 
sing Con- 
rey st 
J orcester 
, Copen- 
Nov i7 
‘ov 17 at 
Solicitor 
y 18 at 3 
), Queea 
at 11.30 
rer Nov 
‘at Nov 
> Bank- 
nkruptey 
17 at Il 
17 at 1 
18 at 122 
lov 19 at 
0 Court 
ov 18 at 
nd Mer- 
st 
cy bidgs, 
Off Ree, 
30 Of 
Ree, 31, 


Victual- 
‘itor, 12, 


v 18 at? 
Kidder- 


Celmore 
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—+—~T~T 
Bepurtt, Joux, Worksop Nov i7 at3 Off Rec, Figtree 


Rasve, Hastixes Jouw —eeeaee Serubbs Nov 17 at 12 
Bankruptcy bl 


Bree, CHABLES, ings, “Boot Maker Nov 23 at 3 
Young & Sons, Bank bldgs, Hastings 
Seat, WILLIAM GaRBIOK, Irlam,Lances Nov 18 at3 Og- 
Manchester 


B st, 
= Plumber Nov 19 
under 


den’s chmbrs, Bri 
Suaw, Gronce Henry, Fenton, Staff 
at 11.45 Ok Bes, gs Ne Lyme 
Gunatox, Tacmed Draper’s Assistant Nov 
@Matil 2 ore Tow, 


Gores, ou Tuomas, Whit! , Yorks, Tobacconist Nov 
Off Ree, 8, Al ; Middl 
Siem, aan pC, "Liverpool Nov 18 at 12 Rec, Vic- 
toria st, Liv: 


Towers, ALFRED, Senate Clerk Nov 29 at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy bl 


TaickETT, THOMAS Wutoo, nr Crewe, Farmer Nov 20 at 
11.15 Royal Hotel, Crewe 

Utimawn, CHARLES, oPcibass rd, A ana Merchant Novis 
atl ‘Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 

Warts, Joux Henry, Shepton fet, Fishmonger Nov 
18at12 Off Rec, chambers, Corn st Bristol 


THE BURLINGTON CLASSES. 
LAW | uz Gorichone, URIENTIIN, 
3. CHARLESTON, B.A. — 
Tutors: A Noumper or ‘or ition-ovase Bi loxocns GRrapvuaTEs, 

Preparation in small ~f > Correapentient 
Individual attention pee habe oy 
Thorough Private Tuition in any branch. 

Address: Tat Patrorrat, Buriivetor Ciasszs, 
27, Cuancuny-Lare, W.C. 
R. bee Solicitor, continues to 
successfully PREPARE CANDIDATES, 
orally aad by pos for the 2 Tiere the SOLICITORS’ and BAR 
ERMEDIATE, and FINAL, and 
Terms from £1 Is. month. 








Wexot, Avaustus, Southampton row, 
pees Siaaee Nov 19 at 12 Bankruptcy buildings, 
Carey 


a , = Blaengarw, Glam, Haulier Nov 17 at 
1.30 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Aux, James Watxpex, Wigan, Lancs, Licensed Victu- 
aller Wigan Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

Asusy, Exizapeta, Newport,I W Newport Pet Nov 6 
Ord Nov 6 

Baxenr, Tuomas, Dudley, Worcs, Glass Dealer Dudley Pet 
Nov3 Ord Nové 

Bayxer, Hanry Timorny, Gt Malvern Worcester Pet 
Nov5 Ord Nov5 

Broap, Franx, Hoo, nr pee, Dairyman Rochester 
Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 6 

Borer, W C, Newcastle upon Tyne, Restaurant Proprie- 
tor Newcastle on Tyne Pet Oct 27 Ord Nové 

Cuapwicx, Davin, Bolton, Lones, Furniture Broker Bol- 

ton Pet Nové Ord Nové 

Ouarxs, James Pavey, Beeralston, Devons, Baker Ply- 

mouth Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov6é 


pt 7 
Casser, Gzorce Micue more, Bristol Bristol Pet Oct 30 
Ord Nov 5 
De Pensomene, Victor Craver, Haverfordwest Pem- 


broke k Pet Oct28 Ord Nov7 
Dexter, Mary Evtey,and Mary Exizaseta GevsTuorrs, 
icester, Boot ufacturers Leicester 


Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 6 
Dreacs, Witi1am Hickman, Fetangin; Pawnbroker 
Northampton Pet Oct 1 Ord Nov7 
Gut, Watrer James, Goole, Yorks, Commission Agent 
Wakefield PetNov6é Ord Nov6é 
Gareves, Jonxw Wiiu1an, St Martin’s House, Gresham 
Exhibition High Court Pet Oct 17 Ord 
ov7 
a, ater, Leyton, Essex High Court PetOct7 Ord 
Bs Jaa Southampton Southampton Pet Sept 23 
Nov 5 
Jacoss, Puitie Davin, and Anesio Jscoss, Arundel pl, 
= ry Glass Merchants High Court Pet Aug 5 
Nové 
amen, Hvuen, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet Nov6é Ord Nov 7 
‘ain i Shtes Lanes, Grocer Wigan Pet 
ov 5 
Lmsosfors, Joux, Leeds, Coal Agent Leeds Pet Nov 6 
Nov 6 
Luscompz, ALEXANDER ae Loddiswell, Devons, Farmer 
Plymouth Pet Nové Ord Nové 
Maruias, Antuoxy, Tenby, 
Pembroke Dock Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 
Mvrrox, Joux, St aoe, Cornwall, Mason Plymouth 
Pet Nové Ord N 
Newsome, Hexpert, Teods, Joiner Leeds Pet Nov 6 
ové 
Nawrox, Roser, Glossop, ar Slater Ashton under 
Lyne Pet Nové6 Ord Nov 
Parkins, Garnet, Reker at, Lloyd's sq High Court Pet 
Oct8 Ord Nov4 
Rerve, Hastixes Jonx, Wormwood Scrubbs, Victualler 
High Court Pet 11 Ord Nov4 
Bicnanpson, Grorcs, Lanes, Cabinet Maker 
Preston Pet Nov? Ord Nov 7 


Seat, Wittiam Samm, Irlam, Lancs Manchester Pet 
Oct1 Ord Nov 5 

Ssaw, Gzonce Henny, Fenton, ~The Plumber Stoke 
upon Trent Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 


Suant, Henry, d, "Farmer Portsmouth 
Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 
Suzatox, Tuomas, Birmingham, Draper’s Agsistant ~ Bir- 
27 Ord Nov 5 


h Cor 
ras, 5 Hanon C, Liverpool Liverpool Pet Aug 15 Ord 


TayLon, Tuomas Henry, Burton on poy ae Dealer 
Burton on Trent Pet Nov7 Ord Ni 

Wucoose, Anruur, Derby, Plumber Derby Pet Nov 7 
Ord Nov 7 

Wisz, Jou» Tuomas, Norton, nr Stockton on Tees, Farmer 
Stockton on Tees Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 

Woottey, Jouy, Nottingham, Fish Salesman Nottingham 
Pet Nové Ord Nové 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
James Coumore, Uxbridge rd, Getit 


Ormiston rd. 
mas Adjud Ang 2, 1898 Annul Nov 6, i906 











Court, and Mr. C SPURLIRG B.A. Oxford, First S 
He in BOL. ontinue to PREPARE for 
y 1 
Bar Finat, May, 1896 (when 48 out of 118 
failed), sent up, it passed. 
Law, seven 


up, seven 
Address, 11, New-court, Lincoln’s-inn W.C. 
RELIMINARY LAW EXAMINATIONS. 
—Candidates 





three have been by him 
yacaonae ieee 
M.A., 24, Half 








AW PRACTICE or PARTE ERSG LE: _ 





Desires to Purchase Practice 
of high in the City or West End to ramate 
with his own; strict i required ; id not 
mer for a "Taciee Evieaiere. 
wishing ually, or 
tie ge exprecr fe Sead i a : 

seven 
City work ; mg cepa Bame “ Bolicitors’ Journal ” Office, 
27, Chancery-lane 





AW PARTNERSHIP.—To Solicitors.— 





AW PARTNERSHIP.—Junior Partner- 


pM Reg ig Bg 


references ; 
age 28; country preferred.— Address Box 35, 








AW.—Wanted ~~ of Manx 7 
(eiting & Oe 
small salary.— ye eetinthorpe, Week 
pOLsessUs leaving small r 
Pies wotke:} to eliethes ject vein ar 8 
pn ame Journal” J = 





OLICITOR (27, admitted) W. ear 
Seer oer Cai ‘Somme General eo 
ra LS te aa fom "ities, a, Ghan 


| in FROEUSET * ce 
less than 3 per 

G. W. R. or L. &N. W. 

Esq., 41, Bedford-row, W.C. 

OSTS.—DAVID DENTON, Costs 


N,. 
wits De Cal sha foe Sai hha 
tion or delivery; terms moderate twenty years’ experience. 


Yaa TO PURCHASE.— Will give 














ts. 6d. for Vol, 40 of the te Pt journal Swear & 

Maxwsit, 

Ts DENE, Caterham, Surrey Hills, 
aig 50, ft above sen air and water—Rev. 
} emg FP nty AH, Coll., Camb ane 5 oe 

ences England, Wales, Scotland, 





OLD GROUND-RENTS for SALE 
owt t EH paying Write, 
John-street, 


L. Nevuzess, 11, 
BC. 





DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 








HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 
8T. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 
For Gentlemen under the Acts and privately. Terms, 
2} to 4 Guineas. 


Apply to Medical Superintendent, 
F. BROMHEAD; B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.B.C.S. (Eng.) 


BRAND & CO.S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


:|ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c., 


from finest ENGLISH es 
Of Cente end Groves 


BRAND © 00; MATTATE Ws ¢ MAYTAIR WORKS 
LONSDALE PRINTING | WORKS 
LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. 
ALEXANDER & SHEP HEARD, 








PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
& PERIODIO 


NEWSPAPERS ALS. 
And all General and Commercial Work. 
Every description of  Printing—large or smali, 
Printers of THE soLiorToRs JOURNAJ, Newspaper. 

Authors advised with as to and. 
5 to Printing Publishing. 


Estimates and all furnished. 
entered into. : 


EDE AND 80K, 





ROBES FOR Pormrnbba a AND BARRISTERS. 


Law Wigs and. Gov tot Ragas — 
Corporation Robes, Ouheasilaglins Uligy Gi. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, OHANOERY LANE, LONDON. 





ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION.— 











M4D4ME TUSSAUD'’S obs BERIBITIDE. ’ 


Bakeries Satin —JABEZ SPENCE 
a 


an 


Trains and 
children under 
TUSSAUDS 
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WATERLOW & SONS, 


LIMITED, 
LONDON WALL, LONDON. 


THE 


SOLICITORS’ 
DIARY, 


ALMANAC, 
LEGAL DIGEST, & DIRECTORY 


1897. 


53rd Year of Publication. 


This old- established ont important 
Annual is now universally recognised 
as the most useful and Comprehen- 
sive Legal Diary published. 


Prices, 3s. 6d., 5s., 6s., & 8s. 6d. 
(According to Diary Space and Binding). 


DEATH DUTIES. 


Hanpsoox to raz ESTATE DUTY. A Practical 
Treatise on the Fi 





STANDING ORDERS 


Of the LORDS and COMMONS, relative to »Pabvate 
Bills, &c., for Session 1897. In cloth, 5. 








REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 


Libraries Valued or Purchased. 


A Large Stock of Reports and Text-books 
always on Sale, 


100, CHANCERY LANE & CAREY STREET. 


EFFINGHAM WILSON, 
11, ROYAL EXCHANGE. 





By CHARLES JONES. 
THE SOLICITORS’ CLERK. 2s. 6d. net. 
COMPANION TO THE SOLICITORS’ CLERK. 
2s. 6d. net. 


CATALOGUE GRATIS ON APPLICATION. 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. 


- ila — 


under the above Acts 
Every requisite supplied on the 








tte BOCES ant POURED lays tn stock fer temotinte 
and ARTICLES OF ae gr 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationess, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
#@, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 

Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


NATION AL REVERSIONARY IN- 
VESTMENT LIMITED. Founded 1867. 
REVERSONARY INTERESTS (Absolute and ~~. 
LIVE INTERESTS, LIFE POLICIES, and 


The Company pays all its own Costs of Purchase. 
Apply to Szcrzerasy, 63, Old Broad-street, London, E.C. 


Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL gysveance company 
tmucarzep, FIRE, 


Established 1808. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., 22, Pall Mall, 8.W., and 47 
pg nape ligt 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200, 


Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Funda over #1,500,000" 
E. COZENS SMITH, Ganeral Manager. 


IFE ASSURANCE POLICIES 
WANTED for large sums on lives past forty-five. 
surrender iven. 











THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCiETY, 
LIMITED 
(EstasLisaep 18323), 


Interests in Real and Personal 
terests -— lafe Policies, and 
LF iti 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £613,725. 


17, KING'S ARMS YABD, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 


EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS 
in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY or other 
URCHASED 


Securities and Annuities P or Loans or 
the EQUITABLE RE- 
(LIMITED 


Annuities thereon 
VERSIONARY » 9 
Lancaster- beaten "S Bridge, Strand. 

Interest on Loans may be capita~ 


C. H. CLAYTON, Joint 
__¥. H. CLAYTON, } Secretaries. 
DHCGNIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, Lomparp- 
STREET, and 57, Cuanine-cross, Loxpon. 
Established 1782. 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
Ww. Cc. sFecwenate, | Joint 
_¥.. B. Macpowatp, § Secretaries. 


ESTABLISHED 1861. 


BIRKBECK BANK 


buildi y-lane, London. 
TWO-AND-A- HALF per _—y INTEREST allowed 
0 eee on CURRENT 











BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY. 

HOW TO PURCHASE A HOUSE 
FOR TWO GUINEAS PEB MONTH. 
BIRKBECK FREEHC.D LAND SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A Pin thf Lenanand 

post free. 
THE MOST * NUTRITIOUS “G000A. 


EPP S's 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 


“WITH FULLENATURAL FLAVOUR. 





FORTHCOMING SALES FOR THE YEAR . 
M2ssss. E. & H. LUMLEY (of 
James’s House, 22, St. James’s-street, 
8.W.) beg to announce the following DAYS OF & 
AUCTION for the present year, atthe MART, 
yard, E.C., but, in addition, other dates can be arr 
for special Sales. Terms on application. g 
eng yyy ne | Tuesday, December 


aad goo ~y~y* - 4 —BSt. James’s Ha 

No, 22, 8t. Tasnen’scateoot, BW. 

FINSBURY PARK and NORTHERN SUBURBS, 
RS. ROBSON & PERRIN be 





NTH throughout ‘the r 
Leg have been held ontensate for 
medium for the « disposal ofall Property a» North 
air terms ent 
CONCiS PROPE gts -~- GRATIS d on 
Auction Estate Offices, 


and 

at Harringay, Hornsey, and | 

ADVANCES ON NOTE OF HAND WITHOUT 
SURETIES. 

ESSRS. EDWARDS & CO., of | 
Sackville-street, Piccadilly, are prepared to 1 

ADVANCES from £50 upwards, or to treat most iil 

with any gentleman introducing business of aboves 
No fees or delay and etiely private and 


guaranteed ; references to bankers and solicitors if 
N.B.—Repaymen ts cneneee to suit borrowers 
venience. 


ULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & CASSEL 
11, BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, E.C. 
Established 1807. 
AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, AND SURVEYOR) 
or 
MILLS AND MANUFACTORIES, 
PLANT AND MACHINERY 
WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES, 
Telegraphic Address—“ Futtzr Horszy, Loxpom.* 


8888. HERRING, SON, & DA 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALU 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 
6, IRONMONGER LANE, CHEAPSIDE, E.C., 
308, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W., and 
117, WESTERN ROAD, BRIGHTON. (Established 1 


JOHN GERMAN, SON, & BEVEN, F. 


LAND AGENTS, SURVEYORS & AUCTION 


on, 














SALES (by Auction or by Private Treaty) of 
Estates other Property. 


60 & 60, Chancery-lane, W.C., & at Ashby-< 


RIENT COMPANY’S YACHSS 
3. wee oy “ GARONNE,” PP 
yaad Lowpow as under :— 4 
For Tewznirrs, the West Inp1a iosamee, Dee 
leaving January 13, returning March 
For Moroceoo, Siciy, mE oe pie 
February 17, returning April j 
For Sours or Sram, Gaezcr, anal &., 
ing March 31, returning May 17. 
For Porruaat, Morocoo, Corsica, Iraty, and 
leaving April 21, returning May 21. 








» 


electric 
String band, 


P-Gome SO, & 
Managers: Anderson, Anderson, 


avenue. 
nn ene y to the latter firm at 5, 
is, ak sw. 


electric bells, hot and 4 


or to the West-End branch G 





PROBATE VALUATIONS 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 





GracecHURCH-sTREE?, ConnutiL, Lonpon, E. 
appRaiss the above for the Lueat Pro 
lished 1772 





SPINK & SON, Gotpsmrrus awp Stivansmrrus, 17 ayo 18, Procapuix, W., and at 1 
C., beg respectfully to 
FESSION OF PURCHASE 


announce that they 
tbs ann for cash if desired. 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Quem ond HSH, Prince Lowis Battenberg, K.C.B. 





seseseee | SeEgeysesey | HS Aeeree Ts 





